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Airbnb is a new phenomenon that has transformed accommodation in the tourism industry and 
expanded across the globe. The operation of Airbnb involves individuals renting out rooms in 
their homes or renting entire homes on an online marketplace, as a means of short-term 
accommodation. Media attention has focused on the negative implications of Airbnb, such as 
a reduction in housing supply and neighbourhood nuisance. Yet if well managed, the platform 
has the potential to contribute positively to economies and societies. Airbnb is autonomous in 
nature, as transactions take place between the ‘host' and consumer. Therefore, regulation and 
enforcement are difficult to implement.  
This research sought to investigate the positive and negative impacts of Airbnb in the context 
of Queenstown. The location was chosen as the case study for the research as it is a prominent 
tourist hub in New Zealand that is already struggling to provide sufficient infrastructure to 
facilitate growth in visitor numbers. Using qualitative methods, the research also sought to 
investigate current and future regulatory and non-regulatory approaches to manage the effect 
of Airbnb.  
The research finds that Airbnb exacerbates issues in the District such as housing affordability 
and availability, staff retention issues and neighbourhood nuisance. Conversely, it was also 
found that Airbnb generates beneficial impacts for the community such as a profitable 
opportunity for local residents, contributions to the tourism industry and diversifying the 
accommodation market. The study also found that while some adverse impacts are directly 
addressed through QDLC’s current regulation, other impacts are forfeited.  
The research is significant as it may help to inform local authorities on future management 
strategies to maximize the potential benefit, and diminish adverse impacts, that Airbnb could 
have in tourism destinations. As a result, the study concludes by suggesting possible 
management strategies which seek to reduce and address adverse impacts associated with the 
platform. Recommendations include the implementation of a Visitor Levy, the development of 
a Workers Village and/or the incorporation of housing affordability and availability 
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Airbnb is a global phenomenon receiving increasing attention in the modern world. Airbnb is 
an online based marketplace, whereby local residents can list their residential properties, for 
the purpose of short-term accommodation rental.  Airbnb offers an alternative option to 
traditional accommodation providers, such as hotels, motels and resorts – which has 
transformed the tourism industry. The size and growing popularity of Airbnb results in a greater 
potential impact on urban planning in tourist towns around the world. Airbnb is largely 
autonomous in nature, as transaction takes place simply between the property owner and 
consumer. The online platform differs from most commercial accommodation and also sits 
outside of traditional planning processes, making it difficult to regulate. Media attention 
surrounding Airbnb has been focused on the negative implications associated with the 
platform. However, Airbnb has the potential to contribute positively to economies and 
societies.  
1.2. Research Scope  
The impacts of Airbnb are very context specific and differ by scale. Airbnb manifests 
differently per location, due to the diversity of local conditions. There is an obvious need for 
local governments to respond to Airbnb, due to the exponential growth and scope of the service 
influencing cities globally. Local government response may take form via implementing 
regulatory or non-regulatory regimes to help manage the impact of the platform. Cities 
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worldwide are looking at how to regulate the platform and manage the adverse impact. 
However, the development of the platform is so recent, there is lack of existing regulatory or 
non-regulatory models on how to successfully regulate the platform and its associated effects. 
Local and National regulation or management strategies toward Airbnb are important, in order 
to balance out the negative and positive impacts on the host destination. Airbnb is vastly 
different to conventional accommodation and cannot be treated as a traditional industry player. 
Potential regulatory or non-regulatory strategies need to take into account the specific and 
innovative aspects of the service, which invites tourists into residential neighbourhoods. In 
light of the perpetuating issues surrounding Airbnb, two main research objectives were 
established to guide the direction of this research. The objectives of this research are to:  
1. Investigate the influence and impact of Airbnb in the Queenstown context 
2. To examine and explore current and possible regulatory and non-regulatory approach 
to Airbnb  
1.2.1. Background on Airbnb  
Airbnb is an online marketplace for property owners to market and rent their property to end 
users. The service is generally utilised by tourists as a means of short-term rental 
accommodation in tourist destinations. Any individual over 18 years of age, can access and 
utilise the service by registering an online account with Airbnb. Hosts can utilise the platform 
to promote entire properties, private rooms or shared rooms. Guests have access to a diverse 
range of accommodation types, which they can tailor to their vacation location, personal 
preferences and budgets. Users are supported through safe communication networks, helplines 
for follow-up and secure payment transactions (Airbnb, 2019), specifically designed for user 
convenience.  
Online based private holiday home rental is not a new concept and is widely recognised as a 
standard accommodation option for tourists. Service providers such as Bookabatch and 
HolidayHouses share a similar concept and have been operating in New Zealand since the early 
2000s. Airbnb differs from these providers due to the global reach of the platform and diversity 
in offerings. When hosts list their properties, it is advertised to potential tourists all over the 
world, compared to other providers who operate in a single country or region. The global reach 
of the service is important as the platform provides a service for people travelling all over the 
world, which they can tailor to suit their travel needs. There are over 7 million listings on the 
Airbnb platform in over 100,000 cities (Airbnb, N.D.b) depicting the scale and popularity. 
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Furthermore, the platform differs to other providers through offering the rental of single or 
shared rooms, unlike Bookabatch or HolidayHouses which requires you to rent an entire unit. 
This has provided tourists with the opportunity for a cheaper, interactive and authentic 
travelling experience.  
Airbnb was founded in the United States in 2008 and expanded internationally in 2011. The 
success of Airbnb can be attributed to the broad scope and size of the platform. The vast global 
reach of the platform generates a recognisable and reliable reputation. The platform is easily 
navigable and convenient for both the proprietor and consumer.  Airbnb has grown to transform 
the tourism industry as a legitimate competitor to commercial accommodation. Furthermore, 
Airbnb is now widely recognised as a profitable opportunity accessible to any residential 
property owner. The business venture has attracted further investment into residential property 
and contributing to the success of the platform.  
1.3. Research Rationale  
Cities worldwide are deliberating on how to manage the new phenomenon. While the need for 
appropriate management strategies is important, little has been written in academia regarding 
policy responses to the issue. The gap in research forms the basis of this thesis. There is no 
uniform model to successful regulation of the platform, as the impact of Airbnb will differ by 
context and scale. Localised factors influence how Airbnb manifests in a destination, shaping 
the associated social, economic and political effects. Traditional planning processes are 
inadequate in dealing to the new phenomenon as the ideology behind the service competes with 
planning regulations and zoning laws. In order for regulatory (or non-regulatory) approaches 
to be successful, one must first understand the nature of Airbnb and its impacts through a case 
specific lens. Localised management regimes are essential in ensuring cities utilise the platform 
for the economic and tourism benefits it produces, while reducing the potential social and 
planning burdens.   
The following three research questions were formulated in order to govern the research process 
and fulfil the research aim.    
 
1. What are the localised factors that highlight the need for local authority management 
of Airbnb?  
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2. What are the perspectives of sector stakeholders regarding the current regulation for 
Residential Visitor Accommodation?  
3. What are possible regulatory and non-regulatory approaches local governments could 
adopt to reduce the negative impacts of Airbnb?  
 
This research focuses on the case study of Queenstown, New Zealand. The research will 
consider policy direction implemented internationally and its plausibility in the Queenstown 
context.  Plausibility will be measured through expert opinion using perceptive based methods 
to extract qualitative data. The perceptive-based approach will target perspectives of sector 
stakeholders including Airbnb hosts, Council members and planners, alternative 
accommodation providers, housing experts and local residents, regarding their expertise and 
recommendations.  
1.4. Research Context  
Queenstown is a city located in the South Island of New Zealand. Tourism is a fast growing 
and significant economic sector for the Queenstown Lakes District and wider national 
economy. Tourism contributes $683 million to national GDP which is 32.1 percent share 
(QLDC, 2018b). There are two tourism peaks in Queenstown, the first being mid-summer in 
January, coinciding with school holidays. The second peak period coincides with the ski-season 
in the mid-winter period (QLDC, 2017b). The total number of passenger movements through 
Queenstown Airport (including an arrival and departure) increased by 8 percent in 2014, 14 
percent in 2015 and 18 percent in 2016, equating to approximately 900,000 visitor arrivals 
(QLDC, 2017a). Queenstown is seen to have capacity pressures during peak times, while there 
is suggestion Airbnb is picking up the slack in the face of commercial accommodation 
pressures.  
1.4.1. Airbnb and Queenstown  
Nationally, there were 47,425 Airbnb listings in New Zealand in September 2017. During this 
same period, there were 4, 226 Airbnb listings in Queenstown, meaning the city accounted for 
nearly 9 percent of total listings for the country (QLDC, 2017b). As Airbnb sits outside 
traditional planning processes, the growing popularity of the platform is giving rise to issues 
in cities around the world. Growth without sustainable management gives rise to a variety of 
resource management issues that QLDC must address. In particular, the emergence of Airbnb 
 16 
in Queenstown has increased rates of short-term letting of private residential units for the 
purpose of visitor accommodation (QLDC, 2017a). Early investigations have revealed this new 
phenomenon has induced pressure in the District in the housing market and in residential 
neighbourhoods.  
The significance of this research is to investigate the context-specific issues perpetuating 
Queenstown. The research is intended to contribute to the body of literature surrounding 
Airbnb, its impacts and suitable regulatory regimes. As the platform is so new, there is little 
academic research surrounding Airbnb, let alone Airbnb in New Zealand. The location was 
chosen as the case study for the research as it is a prominent tourist hub in New Zealand that 
is already struggling to provide sufficient infrastructure to facilitate growth in visitor numbers. 
The localised nature of Queenstown, may prove similar to other tourist destinations around the 
world, helping to establish similarities and differences between locations. The research will 
contribute to filling the gap in research surrounding urban policy and Airbnb while also 
proposing possible direction for the Queenstown Lakes District.  
1.5. Thesis structure   
To investigate the research objectives effectively, this thesis is divided into six chapters. 
Chapter one has briefly introduced the research problem and provided some context and the 
issues highlighted in media associated with Airbnb.  
Chapter two will detail a review of relevant literature surrounding the research problem. This 
chapter explores themes surrounding positive and negative impacts associated with Airbnb and 
its relation to planning. The chapter also explores regulatory regimes adopted by other cities 
around the world. The literature forms expectations of issues persisting in other cities, which 
helped to inform the research direction.  
Chapter three outlines the methodological approach used to undertake this research. The 
chapter will discuss the qualitative and quantitative research methods adopted, which formed 
the main components of this research process.    
Chapter four analyses the results derived from primary and secondary data collection 
processes. This chapter is split into three segments, each dedicated to answering one of the 
three research questions stated earlier in this chapter. The first section analyses impacts 
associated with Airbnb in the Queenstown context and the second section presents a policy 
analysis of relevant residential accommodation provisions with supporting Key Informant 
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commentary. The third section evaluates possible regulatory and non-regulatory approaches in 
managing the impacts of Airbnb in the Queenstown context.  
Chapter five provides a discussion of the research findings. The discussion aims to answer the 
two research objectives stated earlier in this chapter. The chapter discusses any similarities and 
differences the Queenstown had in comparison to global literature. The chapter also assesses 
each impact in relation to current regulation, while considering suitable future management 
strategies.  
Finally, the research findings are concluded in chapter six. This chapter will synthesise the 
research project and evaluate how the research has addresses the research objectives. This 
chapter will also recommend the most feasible Airbnb management strategies for the 
Queenstown-Lakes District. The chapter will conclude, suggesting future research 











2.1. Introduction  
This chapter will explore literature relevant to the research topic. The purpose of a literature 
review is to investigate the key themes and issues relating to this research topic. Airbnb can 
have an array of positive effects on a host city, through benefiting the tourism industry and 
facilitating cultural exchange. However, Airbnb can also instigate an adverse impact on 
neighbourhoods and housing markets, depending on the local context. This literature review 
will explore the concept of Airbnb and the sharing economy, the impacts associated with 
Airbnb and regulatory strategies adopted internationally in efforts to manage the platform.  
2.2. Introduction to Airbnb  
Airbnb is an online-based marketplace, purposed for the use of short-term accommodation 
rental. Airbnb itself does not own any of the real estate listings but acts as a platform for hosts 
to advertise their listings. Airbnb profits through a commission from each booking made.  Hosts 
can utilise the platform for advertising and arranging the rental of their real estate property, 
while guests are exposed to a diverse range of accommodation options. Airbnb has become a 
disrupter and competitor for the traditional hospitality industry (Oskam and Boswijk, 2016). 
Airbnb enables new forms of accommodation, differing from traditional accommodation 
providers. Airbnb listings can take form via the rental of entire houses or apartments, or the 
rental of private rooms within a home. Airbnb maintains that 57 percent of its listed spaces are 
entire apartments and homes, 41 percent are private rooms and 2 percent are shared rooms 
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(Guttentag, 2015). The rental of a single room in an Airbnb will often mean the host of the 
home will also be present during the stay. 
2.3. Sharing Economy  
Airbnb is identified as a peer-to-peer accommodation network, meaning transaction takes place 
between peers as opposed to transaction between the business and individual. Other examples 
of peer-to-peer networks include Uber, eBay and Trademe. Peer-to-peer accommodation 
networks depend on having a sufficient pool of people who offer accommodation (hosts) and 
a sufficient pool of people wanting to purchase short-term accommodation (guests) (Dolnicar, 
2017). The increase in interest and accretion of members attracts more people who are willing 
to pay more money to become a part of the established network (Eisenmann et al., 2006). The 
platform depends on supply and demand, however, supply and demand are not a controlling 
factor of the network. In this instance, Airbnb differs from the commercial accommodation 
sector where demand is predicated and supply is planned (Dolnicar, 2017).  
Airbnb is also positioned in the sharing economy, which is based on collaborative consumption 
(Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018). The sharing economy is based on consumer-to-consumer 
platforms, where consumers grant each other temporary access to underutilised physical assets. 
Temporary access is a key point here, as the sharing economy does not involve the transfer of 
ownership of the good. Sharing is about the efficient use of physical assets, and an internet 
platform is often employed to bring consumers together. Airbnb facilitates commercial 
exchange between individuals on an online-based platform (Sstabrowski, 2017). Airbnb is 
classed under the sharing economy as Hosts sublet their underutilised assets (houses or 
apartments) to guests for a prescribed period of time (Oskam and Boswijk, 2016).  
2.4. Scope of Airbnb  
Airbnb continues to expand the globe and is now located in more than 100,000 cities and 191 
countries and regions (Airbnb, N.D. b). There are over 7 million listings on the platform, 
depicting its popular use among both hosts and guests (Airbnb, N.D. b). In 2014, Airbnb served 
18 million guests, 75 million room night and $5.5 billion in bookings (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 
2016) depicting the large scale of operations. The highest concentrations of Airbnb listings are 
located in major cities including Paris with 78,000 listings, London with 47,000 listings and 
New York City with 46,000 listings (Gurran and Phibbs, 2017). Airbnb is now the largest 
networked accommodation service globally and is surpassing major hotel chains in the number 
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of beds offered and in market valuation (Oskam and Boswijk, 2016). Airbnb’s valuation now 
exceeds $10 billion, making it the largest peer-to-peer accommodation platform in the world 
(Gutierrez, et al., 2017). 
2.5. Airbnb and Planning  
Airbnb is seen to also disrupt traditional land use planning practice. Local land-use planning 
frameworks are not equipped to regulate new forms of visitor accommodation, enabled by 
Airbnb (Gurran and Phibbs, 2017). Local governments typically apply land use regulations to 
manage and separate the spatial location of hotels and homes (Gurran, et al., 2018). This can 
take form via zoning which divides jurisdiction into geographically defined zones. Zoning is 
important as different locations have different amenities, infrastructures and resources which 
dictate the capacity for development (Boers and Cottrell, 2007). The local zoning ordinance 
prescribes what activity is to be conducted in each zone, for example; agricultural, commercial, 
residential or industrial (Fischel, 2000). The land-use planning system generates policies and 
rules to facilitate development, provide public goods and amenities while minimizing negative 
externalities (Gurran, et al., 2018).  
2.5.1. Implications of Airbnb and Planning  
Online home-sharing platforms challenge regulatory regimes because they facilitate activities 
not intended in the prescribed zones, and blur traditional boundaries between residential and 
tourist areas (Gurran and Phibbs, 2017). Airbnb facilitates the inappropriate merging of 
residential and tourist markets and zoning (Lee, 2016). Hotels would typically be located in a 
commercial or CBD zone and would be subject to operating requirements around opening 
hours, waste management, noise etc (Gurran, et al., 2018).  In comparison, residential zones 
would consider different standards which focus on its residents, including the maximum height 
of buildings and off-street parking requirements (Fischel, 2000). When tourism begins to 
encroach into residential neighbourhoods negative externalities become apparent, as tourism 
activity was not intended nor planned for residential zones. Considerations such as traffic and 
parking, waste, building and design requirements (which consider noise and privacy) are not 
allocated for or equipped to sustain influxes of tourist numbers (Gurran and Phibbs, 2017). The 
rental of homes, rooms or beds to tourists for financial gain changes the fundamental use of the 
residential housing zone. Gurran and Phibbs note the frequency and intensity of Airbnb to be 
critical considerations. The authors suggest the rental of an entire home while the homeowner 
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is away, does not constitute a change in land use from residential activity to tourism 
accommodation. However, where there are repeated listings and a cumulative use above 90 
days (a commonly referenced threshold) could mean the property is no longer being used for 
residential purposes (ibid.). 
As Airbnb is a relatively new phenomenon, local governments may not yet have responded to 
the adverse externalities associated with the platform. There is difficulty in detecting the scope 
of Airbnb as it operates on an online-based platform, and autonomously enters and expands 
any given context (Gurran and Phibbs, 2017). Residential Visitor Accommodation platforms 
such as Airbnb may not yet be defined or accounted for in local planning documents, or match 
current standard descriptions (Gurran, et al., 2018). This induces uncertainty whether 
commercial home-sharing is permissible or illegal and what standards they are bound to, due 
to lack of regulatory framework (Gurran, et al., 2018).  
To retain the residential character and reduce adverse impact, there is a need for local planners 
to revise zoning and residential development controls to manage the impacts of neighbourhood 
amenity and permanent housing supply (Gurran and Phibbs, 2017). The authors argue there is 
a need to distinguish between different forms of short-term accommodation and their potential 
impacts on neighbourhoods and housing markets (ibid.). 
2.6. Social Impacts 
Proponents for Airbnb, argue that the platform establishes new income opportunity for 
residents and helps boosts the tourism industry while bringing economic benefit to the host 
city. Conversely, critics of the platform argue Airbnb aggravates housing pressures and has an 
adverse impact on neighbourhoods and the hotel industry. This section will explore the 
associated impacts of Airbnb, as outlined in academic literature. 
2.6.1. Positive Social Impacts 
2.6.1.1. Airbnb Inducing Interaction and Unlocking Communities  
Airbnb seeks to stimulate healthy travel that is local, authentic, diverse, inclusive and 
sustainable while offering access to local communities (Airbnb, N.D. b). Airbnb facilitates the 
opportunity for hosts and guests alike, to meet new people and connect with local communities 
(Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016). Airbnb directly instigates interaction between hosts and 
guests, especially in instances where the guest and host will be sharing accommodation units. 
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The interaction may take form by offering local tips, showing guests around and introducing 
them to friends. The interaction reaps greater social benefit as it encourages people to meet and 
socialise with different cultures and people they would otherwise meet. Collaborative 
consumption facilitated by Airbnb provides opportunities for people to socially interact with 
local people as well as hosts (So, et al., 2018).  
Many Airbnb's are located outside of typical tourist areas, allowing users access to areas of a 
city they might not otherwise have explored. This offers tourists an authentic and unique 
experience of destinations, outside of traditional tourist districts (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 
2016). Gaining an authentic experience of a destination is a key motivator for people to utilise 
home-sharing platforms, often influencing travel decisions (So, et al., 2018).  
2.6.2. Negative Social Impacts 
2.6.2.1. Adverse Neighbourhood Externalities  
It is difficult to determine the social impact home-sharing platforms have on neighbourhood 
residential character, as Airbnb manifests differently per location. Wegmann and Jiao (2017) 
question whether the impact differs depending on if the homeowner is present or absent and 
the number of nights per year the house is operating as an Airbnb (ibid).  
Home-sharing platforms can cause disruptions to neighbourhoods, which adversely impact 
their residents. Airbnb can have an impact on community stability as guests are unlikely to 
know the social norms and laws of the city and community. Airbnb has received negative 
attention from neighbours and local government entities as a result of a disturbance in 
communities (Cloonan, 2017). Leichhardt Council in New South Wales state that the onset of 
Airbnb rentals resulted in increased resident complaints about tourist behaviour. Complaints 
rose from one in six months to a weekly occurrence (Richardson, 2015). Resident complaints 
can reflect a general discomfort with new people occupying the premises each week, rather 
than tangible issues of noise or nuisance. However, Cloonan (2017) notes that Airbnb guests 
could potentially be the perfect neighbours, though can also be loud, dirty and disruptive (ibid.). 
There is a feeling of unease associated with a rotation of unknown people coming and going 
(Richardson, 2015). The cumulative effect of this is that home-sharing could undermine the 
character of a neighbourhood as a residential area inhabited by permanent residents (Wegmann 
and Jiao, 2017). People associate their home with feelings of security, privacy and personal 
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identity (Stabrowski, 2017), Airbnb facilitates the entry of new people into neighbourhoods 
which could adversely interfere with residents’ sense of place.  
The rental of apartments for Residential Visitor Accommodation also has negative social 
implications. Neighbours to Airbnb’s can experience a reduced sense of security as there is a 
constant rotation of people who have granted access to communal areas (Wegmann and Jiao, 
2017). Furthermore, tourists may not be educated or use the apartment systems correctly, 
including garbage disposal, parking and safety and security protocols, causing a nuisance to 
residents (Gurran and Phibbs, 2017). This adverse social impact can be experienced regardless 
of the type of Residential Visitor Accommodation (entire dwelling or private room) and period 
the dwelling is rented out for (occasionally or constantly). The scale of the operation may not 
impact residential attitudes, but the activity itself can reap adverse neighbourhood impacts 
(Wegmann and Jiao, 2017). 
Supporting infrastructure in travel destinations can often struggle to sustain increasing numbers 
of tourists (Hobson and Uysal, 1993). Influxes of tourists in residential areas can increase 
pressures on infrastructure, resulting in competition for parking and traffic congestion 
(Wegmann and Jiao, 2017). Local planning controls concentrate facilities and services in areas 
of the city where tourists are expected to reside (Gutierrez, et al., 2017). As mentioned in 
section 2.5.1 of this chapter, residential neighbourhoods are not planned for or equipped to 
cope with influxes of tourists. Infrastructure resources such as parking allocation, waste 
systems and traffic management may be ill-equipped to function under increased pressure, 
raising issues for existing residents (Gurran and Phibbs, 2017). 
2.7. Economic Impacts  
2.7.1. Positive Economic Impacts  
2.7.1.1. Profitable Opportunity for Local Homeowners  
Home-sharing platforms like Airbnb, also provide an opportunity for homeowners to make an 
additional income. Householders can rent out their home, or a room in their home to earn a 
supplementary income to help them afford their rents or home mortgages (Gurran and Phibbs, 
2017). The additional income is beneficial to assist people in affording increasing costs of 
living and housing, experienced in many city neighbourhoods (Wegmann and Jiao, 2017). 
Palombo (2015) notes a case of one woman in New York City who rented out a room in her 
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home through Airbnb. The woman claimed she would have otherwise been unable to afford 
her rent and medical bills without the additional income she received from utilising the 
platform (ibid.). In their study, Gurran (2018) finds that Airbnb hosts can earn up to a fifth of 
monthly housing costs in the context of Sydney. Moreover, the New Zealand Airbnb website 
estimates the monthly potential earnings for hosts, based on average prices of listings in a given 
city. The average monthly earnings for a Queenstown host is reported at $4, 911 NZD, $3, 953 
NZD for a Auckland host and $4, 073 NZD for a Wellington host (Airbnb, 2019b).  
Alternatively, Gurran (2018) argues that home-sharing platforms cannot be seen as an 
affordability strategy to aid housing needs. Residents with marketable rooms and units to rent 
to tourists are generally not members of the community who experience the greatest housing 
need.  
In their England and Wales based research, Simcock (2017) reveals a 75 percent growth in the 
number of multi-listings on Airbnb. This supporting claims of investors or companies utilising 
the platform for commercial interests. Commercial investment into a property for the purpose 
of home-sharing diverges from Airbnb's intended purpose for residents to rent their unused 
spaces. The research findings also conclude that 7 percent of landlords are converting long-
term rentals into short-term rentals, with 36 percent of landlords indicating this was due to 
mortgage interest relief (ibid.). These figures demonstrate that Airbnb provides a profitable 
opportunity for local homeowners and an investment opportunity for commercial operators. 
However, investment interest in the home-sharing industry is not without adverse impact, this 
will be further discussed in section 2.8.2.1 of this chapter.   
2.7.1.2. Airbnb Contributing to the Tourism Industry  
Airbnb helps to bring tourists to a city, which increases the local population of the area. Peer-
to-peer accommodation networks help stimulate people to travel, increase travel frequency and 
may increase the length of stay at destinations (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016). For example, 
135,000 tourists visited Los Angeles in 2014, using Airbnb as their accommodation provider 
(Lee, 2016), and thus contributing to the local economy. The tourism industry benefits the local 
economy through contributions to local income and the generation of jobs (Gutierrez, et al., 
2017). Influxes of tourists numbers generates spending, increases demand for goods and 
services and therefore generates economic income for local businesses (Sheppard and Udell, 
2016). The hospitality and tourism industry facilitates tourist spending in restaurants, 
attractions and entertainment, which financially benefits the community (Dogru, et al., 2020). 
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Airbnb also induces tourist spending outside of typical tourist areas. Goods and services 
intended for tourists are often planned for in specific zones and areas. Where tourists reside in 
residential areas, their spending is likely to be dispersed in neighbourhoods and benefiting local 
businesses such as cafes and stores (Dogru, et al., 2020, Gutierrez, et al., 2017). 
Airbnb can provide affordable options to visitors in cities where hotels are overbooked and 
disproportionately high priced (Dogru, et al., 2020). In cities facing capacity constraints in their 
accommodation sector and during periods of peak demand, the introduction of Airbnb is seen 
to impact the price of hotel rooms. The induced competition reduces hotels monopoly of the 
industry and makes it more affordable for people to travel (Farronato and Fradkin, 2018).  
2.7.2. Negative Economic Impacts  
2.7.2.1. Housing Affordability and Availability  
It is difficult to quantify the impact home-sharing platforms have on the housing market 
(Gurran, 2018), this section relies on academic commentary to explain how home-sharing 
platforms contribute to market pressures. Wegmann and Jiao (2017), assess the impact home-
sharing platforms have on the housing market. The authors argue the rental of rooms within a 
dwelling, or the rental of an entire dwelling while the usual occupants are temporarily away 
from the home, are unlikely to have significant impacts on the housing market. Conversely, the 
rental of entire dwellings for significant proportions of the year will likely impact the housing 
market (Wegmann and Jiao, 2017). This is particularly prominent in large cities with limited 
housing supplies (Guttentag, 2015). Essentially, any housing unit that was previously occupied 
by a long-term resident, but is now listed on Airbnb, is now a unit that has been removed for 
the rental market and added to accommodation stock (Lee, 2016). The number of entire unit 
listings on Airbnb has increased by 54 percent over 12 months, with an 8 percent increase in 
the number of listings that are available for more than 90 nights a year. This increase represents 
a potential 12,213 units which have been converted to a short-term rental and are unavailable 
for long-term rent (Simcock, 2017).  
The prospect of earning a larger profit through short-term rental payments from companies like 
Airbnb, compared to long-term leasing, has led to some landlords choosing to withdrawal their 
property from the long-term market (Stabrowski, 2017). Landlords can rent their room/unit at 
a cheaper price point than hotels, yet still make a greater profit compared to long-term renting 
creating a huge incentive for people to do so (Lee, 2016). Guttentag, notes concerns of property 
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owners in San Francisco evicting tenants in order to vacate units for short-term rental 
(Guttentag, 2015). 
Home-sharing platforms growing in popularity like Airbnb, offer an attractive investment 
opportunity for investors and companies. Potential income and capital gain incentivise 
investors to purchase residential property for short-term holiday rental and use the income 
obtained to reduce the cost of ownership (Sheppard and Udell, 2016). Investors or companies 
that owns or leases multiple Airbnb listings dominant the platform. These companies contract 
in bulk for cleaners, decorators and property management services (Lee, 2016). The process of 
purchasing rental stock for commercial gain contributes to housing issues as it increases the 
demand for housing and therefore increases the price of rents and sales of these units (Sheppard 
and Udell, 2016, Gurran, 2018).  
In neighbourhoods with the greatest concentration of Airbnb listings, the rent-increase is much 
greater (Lee, 2016). For example, Los Angeles, California has historically been one of 
America's least affordable rental housing markets. The affordability crisis in Los Angeles has 
developed alongside the transformation of Airbnb (Lee, 2016). Airbnb listings in Los Angeles 
are concentrated in seven neighbourhoods, which are the cities densest and most expensive. 
These neighbourhoods account for 69 percent of all Airbnb-generated revenue for the city. The 
rents in these neighbourhoods were 20 percent higher and increased 33 percent faster than rents 
citywide (Lee, 2016). An increase in rental prices can be attributed to a tight housing market 
with little vacancy. This is because the market or public sector cannot easily increase the 
housing supply, due to the costly and lengthy process (Lee, 2016). Thus, the conversion of 
permanent housing supply into short-term vacation rentals impacts the market not only through 
rental availability but also rental affordability.  
By incentivising the conversion of residential units to short-term rentals, Airbnb causes a small, 
yet notably increase in citywide rents. It is also important to note that rent prices are also subject 
to an annual price increase, which contribute to housing pressures (Lee, 2016). Managing 
housing market impacts requires action to prevent the conversion of permanent residential units 
to tourism accommodation (Gurran, 2018). Liz Krueger, state senator of New York argues 
Airbnb has actively taken apartments off the rental market and has aggravated the city’s 
affordable housing crisis. Thus, resulting in New York’s strict stance on their approach toward 
regulating Airbnb (see section 2.10.4) (Sheppard and Udell, 2016). 
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In contrast, Airbnb commissioned research into the platforms' impact on housing affordability 
in Portland. The company found no evidence of price or rent impacts across the market (Gurran, 
2018). Moreover, Sheppard and Udell (2016) note that Airbnb may also contribute to the 
reduction of housing prices. As discussed earlier, Airbnb can instigate negative externalities to 
neighbourhoods (noise and safety concerns) and increase densities in efforts to accommodate 
more people. This could make the neighbourhood an unpleasant area to reside in and drive 
down rental prices (ibid.).  
2.7.2.2. Airbnb and the Hotel Industry  
Airbnb as a business model has been coined as a form of ‘disruptive innovation'. The term 
disruptive innovation refers to innovations that create new markets while disrupting existing 
ones (Koh and King, 2017). Disruptive innovation will generally offer beneficial qualities, 
focused on being cheaper, simpler and more convenient than what is currently offered on the 
market (Guttentag, 2015). Airbnb has been beneficial to diversifying accommodation options 
for the consumer, enabling new forms of accommodation at varying price points (Koh and 
King, 2017). Due to the disruptive potential of Airbnb, the platform may pose a potential threat 
to the traditional accommodation sector (Guttentag, 2015). It is difficult to quantify the impact 
Airbnb has had on the hotel industry, due to the infancy and lack of academic research into the 
platform (Koh and King, 2017). However, some scholars have distinguished direct links to 
Airbnb’s impact on the accommodation sector. In their research, Bashir and Verma (2016) note 
a report conducted by ‘HVS Consulting and Valuation’, which demonstrated the impact Airbnb 
has had on the hotel industry. The report indicated that over 2,800 jobs were lost due to the 
emergence of Airbnb in New York City (ibid.). Zervas et al. (2017) argue the sharing economy 
is changing consumption patterns. Their research indicated Airbnb harms local hotel room 
revenue in the context of Texas, USA. The authors note lower-end accommodation providers 
were most vulnerable to increased competition from home-sharing platforms (ibid.). Koh and 
King also support claims that Airbnb properties compete directly with budget hotels, due to 
their similar low-cost price point (ibid.). 
2.8. Airbnb’s Shared City Initiative  
Airbnb launched its shared city initiative, whereby Airbnb partners with cities to help create 
more ‘shareable' and liveable cities. The concept is based on partnerships, seeking to highlight 
shared spaces and communities operating with efficiency (Palombo, 2015). The first city to 
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partner with Airbnb was Portland, Oregon. The partnership aims to address the city’s needs 
and reduce any adverse impacts stimulated through the platform. Through the shared city 
initiative, the platform aims to make it easy for hosts to donate their earnings (from Airbnb) to 
a local cause, and Airbnb vows to match donations as a percentage of their fees (Chesky, 2014). 
In addition, the initiative also collects and remits taxes to host cities, provides a disaster relief 
program which offers free housing in cases of emergency and aims to stop “corporate property 
managers who abuse the platform” (Chesky, 2014). Airbnb has created this initiative in 
attempts to gain acceptance from host cities, and portray itself as a company that gives back to 
communities (Palombo, 2015). 
2.9. Regulation  
There is a need for the regulation of Airbnb, due to the adverse impacts associated with the 
operation of short-term Residential Visitor Accommodation. The generation of adverse 
impacts can be attributed to the lack of control and knowledge of the operating's of Airbnb. 
Airbnb currently operates with minimal or no regulatory control in many locations worldwide 
(Bashir and Verma, 2016) although this is beginning to change. There is often a reluctance 
from home-sharing platforms to share data and information with authorities, making it difficult 
to detect the scale of operations in a given context (Gurran, et al., 2018).  There is a need for 
planners to respond to the phenomenon as it is not accounted for in planning documents and 
laws. For example, land use planning considers the management of traffic, parking, waste and 
allocation of services and facilities to accommodate tourist numbers (Palombo, 2015).  
2.9.1. Implications Due to Lack of Regulation  
The traditional accommodation industry, including hotels and motels, are more heavily 
regulated compared to the lenient standards Airbnb are bound (Palombo, 2015). In cities where 
Airbnb is not regulated, the platform enables the operation of unlicensed accommodation 
which may not comply with existing health and safety standards (Gurran, 2018). A 
Parliamentary Inquiry into the adequacy of regulation on short-term letting was conducted by 
the NSW government. Submissions revealed concerns around fire, health and safety issues 
arising from unregulated lodgings (Gurran, et al., 2018). Tourism industry groups are critical 
of the lack of health and safety regulations, arguing that Airbnb’s are not operating on an equal 
playing field, while also putting guests at risk (Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018). There is a need 
for regulators to implement enforceable licensing systems which manage health and safety 
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risks for Residential Visitor Accommodation, (Gurran, 2018) to reduce risk for guests and 
maintain standards across the industry.  
2.9.2. Airbnb as Self-Regulating 
Online rating systems have played a key role in the uptake and regulation of the sharing 
economy. As the sharing economy involves collaborative consumption between peers, the 
network relies on trust to establish the legitimacy of listings (Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018). 
Airbnb imposes a form of self-regulation which filters the quality of accommodation and 
trustworthiness of hosts and guests (Gurran and Phibbs, 2017). Both hosts and guests rate each 
other on their experience, while guests can comment on the quality of accommodation.  The 
feedback platform incentivises hosts to build a good reputation which ensures their listing is 
competitive among other listings (Gurran and Phibbs, 2017).  Similarly, guests are expected to 
behave appropriately as hosts can decline guests with poor ratings, excluding lowly rated guests 
from the platform. Reviews are posted to user profiles, which is publicly accessible. Airbnb 
has also established an online platform for neighbours to complain about visitor behaviour, 
including issues such as noise, parking, rubbish and safety and security concerns. The 
complaints system was introduced in 2016, and all complaints are promised to be forwarded to 
hosts to reduce the adverse social impact (Airbnb, 2019a).  
2.9.3. Formal Regulation  
While Airbnb establishes the framework for private regulation, the platform is receiving 
increasing attention from local governments, due to the adverse impacts it can generate. As a 
result, local governments are beginning to introduce regulation and strict limits on short-term 
Residential Visitor Accommodation listings (Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018). Regulation differs 
per context as Airbnb manifests differently dependant on localised factors. Furthermore, no 
city has the same laws, regulations or zoning codes, differentiating their approach to regulation 
(Cloonan, 2017). Airbnb insists that hosts are responsible to comply with local regulation and 
taxes associated with short-term tourist accommodation (Gurran and Phibbs, 2017). In some 
instances, Airbnb has agreed to help implement local rules by collecting and remitting 
applicable tourist taxes, or through blocking bookings once a threshold is reached (Gurran, 
2018). As regulation differs per location, there is uncertainty among users whether hosts 
listings or guests’ bookings are compliant with local laws, leading to negative legal 
consequences (Cloonan, 2017). 
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2.9.4. Regulatory Examples   
Some cities have adopted strict approaches to regulating Airbnb, including bans on the 
operation of Airbnb. Berlin has effectively banned short-term rentals of more than 50 percent 
of a home, with limited exceptions. Berlin’s regulation states that listed properties must be 
registered as a holiday home and will be taxed accordingly (Gurran, 2018). Other cities have 
been more lenient in regulating Residential Visitor Accommodation, but with limitations. In 
Portland and Austin, short-term rental accommodation is permitted in primary residences, but 
operators must obtain a licence (Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018). Airbnb in Asia remains largely 
unregulated. In 2016, Japan announced that it would impose a seven-day minimum stay for 
short-term home rentals. However, it is anticipated the government will impose a deregulation 
plan on home rentals due to the shortage of hotels and surge in tourist figures (Koh and King, 
2017). 
Other cities have imposed rental limits intending to reduce the operating’s of Airbnb, and thus 
limiting adverse impact. In Paris, primary residences cannot be rented out for more than four 
months of the year (Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018). In contrast, in New York City is it illegal to 
rent out an entire house or apartment for less than 30 days, thus creating a deterrent for tourists 
to utilise the service as it is unlikely their vacation will expand this time frame (Gurran and 
Phibbs, 2017). Furthermore, it is illegal to advertise a short-term rental property in New York 
City, with heavy fines associated with misconduct (Gurran, 2018). 
Some cities have adopted unique approaches which aim to redress the adverse impacts of 
Airbnb. For example, Paris officials developed the ‘rule of compensation' which aims to 
address concerns of Airbnb on housing stock. The rule states that any owner who operates 
short-term rental accommodation as an investment property must also purchase a second 
property (of at least equal size and in the same district) to rent out on the long-term rental 
market. However, this regime has proven difficult to enforce (Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018). 
Another example is The Ellis Act in San Francisco, which restricts landlords withdrawing their 
units from the long-term market. The Ellis Act intends to prevent the ‘hotelization’ of 
residential units, due to the housing shortage in the city. The act implements rental caps and 




Taxation is a mechanism used by local governments to recover the impacts of tourism and 
residential development on local infrastructure (Gurran, et al., 2018).  Complaints from tourism 
industry groups note that Airbnb hosts are not bound by the same taxes and standards as 
commercial accommodation providers. This allows Airbnb hosts an unfair competitive 
advantage in the market, against traditional operators (Gurran, 2018). Airbnb does not argue 
against taxation and believes hosts should pay taxes and be bound to the same regulations under 
which commercial providers operate, to cement the legitimacy of the business and operate 
without concern (Palombo, 2015). However, since Airbnb processes the financial transaction 
for each reservation, it is logical for the platform to be responsible for collecting and paying 
accommodation taxes (Guttentag, 2015). Taxing Airbnb as commercial operators would 
contribute to silencing concerns about Airbnb’s unfair competitive edge in the industry. 
Furthermore, local governments in-part rely on taxation from regulated industries, such as the 
accommodation sector. With demand shifting toward Airbnb providers, local government are 
evading potential tax revenue that could be used for public expenditure (Zervas et al., 2017).  
2.9.6. Enforcement  
Despite regulations, authors note it is difficult to monitor the operating’s of Airbnb and 
therefore enforce regulations. Compliance and enforcement are essential elements to the 
legitimacy of regulation and a robust planning system (Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018). 
Enforcement typically involves an expensive and time-consuming process, and local 
governments often have limited resources and time to dedicate to short-term home rentals 
(Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018). Enforcement efforts often target illegal short-term rentals from 
large entities with numerous listings, rather than on individual hosts operating occasionally, 
yet illegally (Guttentag, 2015). In instances of illegal operating’s, the Airbnb host or landlord 
is liable for penalty, while Airbnb avoids liability due to its disclaimer in their ‘terms of service’ 
stating that hosts must comply with local regulation. Gear (2016) argues Airbnb should be 
responsible for monitoring the legality of its listings, to ensure compliance with the local 
regulations.   
The difficulty with Airbnb is that advertisements on the website do not include addresses and 
listings are difficult to keep track of. Moreover, Airbnb’s notable reluctance to share 
information with local governments has increased the complexity of enforcement efforts 
(Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018). Airbnb maintains that it cannot police its users, and relies on 
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hosts to abide by local laws and regulations (Guttentag, 2015). Some local governments have 
begun to utilise private companies as a means of detecting illegal holiday home rentals. These 
companies sell information to local government, through examining Airbnb listings and data 
(Gurran and Phibbs, 2017). For example, a company called ‘BNB Shield’ has developed 
software which identifies and monitors illegal Airbnb listings, helping to inform city officials 
(Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018).  
Legal battles relating to Airbnb are slowly commencing, meaning the regulatory environment 
will likely remain fluid in the near future (Guttentag, 2015). Enforcement may take form via 
fines or penalties, directed to Airbnb hosts’ operating outside of city regulation. New York City 
has adopted a strict stance on enforcement. The State Attorney General of New York, Eric T. 
Schneiderman communicated “anyone operating an illegal hotel should be on notice that the 
state and city will take aggressive enforcement actions in this area” (Streitfeld, 2014). For 
example, in 2013 an Airbnb landlord was fined $2400 by the city for an illegal listing by state 
law. The strict enforcement stance with a financial penalty acts as a deterrent for people to 
disregard regulation (Guttentag, 2015). Without a political will or enforcement regimes, the 
regulatory system is completely undermined and compliance is limited (Edelman and Geradin, 
2016).  
2.10. Conclusion 
There is little academic research on the rise of Airbnb and its implications for urban policy and 
planning. Home-sharing platforms operate outside of traditional planning laws and 
documentation, therefore it is difficult to respond to the new phenomenon. This chapter has 
explored the implications of Airbnb in the current body of academia, drawing on global 
examples. Media attention focuses on the adverse impact associated Airbnb, including the 
impact on housing markets and neighbourhood character. However, it is important to also 
acknowledge the potential benefits can also bring to communities. An analysis of these impacts 
can help to inform regulatory approaches and management strategies in hopes of maximising 
benefit and minimising harm in tourism destinations. Airbnb has attempted to implement 
methods of self-regulation as a means of controlling the platform. Academic literature found 
that local governments are beginning to introduce methods of regulation, which range from 
stricter to more liberal approaches toward home-sharing platforms.  
There is a gap in literature on the impacts Airbnb has had on New Zealand, and specifically 
Queenstown. Airbnb manifests differently per context and therefore the associated impacts and 
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methods of regulation will differ per location. Thus, this research seeks to analyse the impact 
of Airbnb in the context of Queenstown, New Zealand. The investigation into associated 
impacts helps to advise management strategies which suit the local context. Successful 
regulatory approaches will retain the positive impacts Airbnb brings while reducing adverse 
impact. The next chapter of this thesis will explain the methodological approaches used to fulfil 









3.1. Introduction  
This thesis aims to investigate the influence and impact of Airbnb in the Queenstown context, 
and to explore current and possible regulatory and non-regulatory approaches to Airbnb. This 
chapter will outline the methodology used to achieve this aim.  This chapter will discuss the 
approach and design adopted by the present research. The chapter will go on to provide a 
detailed overview and justification of the methods employed including a literature review, 
document analysis and Key Informant interviews. The process of data analysis and 
triangulation is then discussed. Finally, the chapter includes important reflections that 
researchers must consider to ensure good research practice including, ethical considerations, 
positionality and limitations of the research.   
3.2. Research Approach  
This research will primarily adopt a constructivist approach, focusing on qualitative methods 
for data extraction. Constructivism involves an active approach to research where knowledge 
is constructed, often through interaction and experiences, rather than acquired (Mills, Bonner 
& Francis, 2006). Qualitative methods focus on the socially constructed nature of reality, 
involving the use and collection of empirical materials including case studies, personal 
experience and interviews to capture individual perspectives (Denzin and Lincoln, 2011). This 
approach was chosen as the research sought the perspectives, relationships and personal 
experiences of participants, while these complicated ideas cannot be measured. The method 
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allowed the researcher to directly interact with individuals, groups and agencies in Queenstown 
to gain a balanced perspective of the issues persisting. 
A positivist approach was also adopted, focusing on a quantitative approach to research. 
Positivism focuses on a realism approach, following an unbiased attitude to data collection, 
often using scientific method (Kitchin and Tate, 2000). Qualitative methods focus on 
measurements and statistical or numerical analysis of data, including questionnaires and 
surveys (Denzin and Lincoln, 2011). This method was chosen to support and validate results 
from primary qualitative research. Exercising a mixed-method approach to research allows a 
holistic understanding of objective and subjective perspectives in the community.  
3.3. Research Design  
The research utilised a variety of research methods including a literature review, policy and 
document analysis and Key Informant interviews. The research questions provided the 
framework for the research process, these are outlined below.  
 
1. What are the localized factors that highlight the need for local authority management 
of Airbnb?  
2. What are the perspectives of sector stakeholders regarding the current regulation for 
Residential Visitor Accommodation?  
3. What are possible regulatory and non-regulatory approaches local governments could 
adopt to reduce the negative impacts of Airbnb?  
 
The Methodology adopted was guided by the research questions, seeking to draw on the 
perspectives of local people and stakeholders in Queenstown. Data collection was primarily 
extracted through primary data methods, produced by the researcher through work in the field.  
Primary data collection ensures data collection is context-specific and directly relevant to the 
research aims (Kitchin and Tate, 2000). Primary data collection took form by in-depth semi-
structured interviews. Secondary data was also generated through background research of 
Airbnb and its associated impacts and regulatory schemes, considered in the literature review. 
Secondary research was also comprised of an extensive document analysis which involved 
reviewing grey material, relevant statistics and policy and planning documents.  
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3.4. Case Study Approach  
The present research utilised a case study approach to investigate contextually, the impact of 
Airbnb. Hodkinson and Hodkinson (2001) note the benefits of a case study approach, as it 
facilitates the construction of a detailed and in-depth understanding of what is to be studied 
(ibid.). The case study of Queenstown was chosen as it is a popular tourist destination in New 
Zealand, suitable to the topic as Airbnb has expanded the District. Furthermore, the District is 
already struggling to provide sufficient infrastructure to facilitate growth in visitor numbers. 
Airbnb in Queenstown had received a lot of media attention, mostly framed in a negative light, 
thus, influencing the researcher’s choice in location. A case study approach can raise issues 
that were unexpected when the research commenced, due to the specific nature of the context 
(Hodkinson and Hodkinson, 2001). A case study approach was suitable to the research topic 
as the impacts of Airbnb differ per location, dependant on the contextual features. Situating the 
research in Queenstown allowed a comprehensive analysis of the localised impacts and current 
regulation, providing rich knowledge of the context. If the research has been focused on New 
Zealand entirely, the research would lose in-depth knowledge while depicting only a broad 
representation of the country. In the researchers' opinion, holistic representation of Airbnb in 
New Zealand cannot be realized, as the country is too diverse and Airbnb impacts cities 
differently. 
3.5. Secondary Research Methods  
3.5.1. Literature Review  
A literature review was conducted to inform the research topic.  Literature is an important 
element in any research project to create a foundation for advancing knowledge. A literature 
review highlights existing research while uncovering areas where research is needed (Webster 
and Watson, 2002). Firstly, an analysis of grey literature was conducted to investigate the basis 
of the topic and gain a foundational understanding. The collection of academic literature 
involved identifying different types of research that had been carried out in Queenstown and 
globally. Airbnb has expanded globally and received a lot of media attention, therefore a key 
element of the literature review was investigating the experiences and regulatory schemes of 
other cities. The process exposed the researcher to key debates and trends in the literature, 
helping to define the scope and formulate the research questions and objectives. The literature 
review establishes the basis of ideas and themes, while also acting as a comparative tool when 
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analysing the results and discussion of this research. A literature review is important to 
understand how the study will be credible and relevant in the context of existing knowledge 
(Davidson and Tolich, 2003). 
3.5.2. Document Analysis  
The research involved a comprehensive analysis of policy, planning and relevant documents. 
A document analysis was needed to validate results relating to research question one, inform 
the policy analysis relating to question two and comparing regulatory and non-regulatory 
management schemes relating to question three. For the above reasons, policy documents are 
examined including; District Plans, Plan Changes, Statistical Documentation produced by local 
Council or forwarded from Council Key Informants, International documents on Airbnb 
regulation sourced from government websites, and other local Council documentation 
including Section 32 Analysis’ and evidence presented at Plan Change hearings. Documents 
derived from QLDC and Queenstown in general, outline why there is a need for regulation of 
Airbnb, the requirements that the District has set and the rules to maintain them. An analysis 
of international documentation allows a comparative exercise between Queenstown’s 
regulation and prospects to other cities globally.  
3.6. Primary Research Methods  
3.6.1. Key Informant Interviews  
Eleven in-depth semi-structured interviews were conducted as the primary source of qualitative 
data. Semi-Structured interviews are organised around ordered but flexible questions (Dunn, 
2010). A list of indicative questions was drafted before interviews to help guide the interview 
process – see Appendix C. Interviews loosely followed this structure, basing the line of 
questioning on participant response and conversation. The questions posed during the interview 
process were open-ended allowing the participant to share in-depth knowledge and personal 
experiences. The researcher can become interventionist during the interview to redirect the 
conversation back to the research topic (Dunn, 2010). Accordingly, the interviewer would 
redirect questioning where conversation would become irrelevant to the scope of the research 
topic. The key limitation of this approach is the impact on the objectivity of the interviewer, 
which may result in some bias in information (Pannucci and Wilkins, 2010). By understanding 
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this, a conscious attempt was made by the interviewer to avoid bias and allow participants to 
share their knowledge freely.   
Key Informants were primarily targeted using purposive sampling. Purpose sampling refers to 
“the deliberate choice of a participant due to the qualities that person possesses (Etikan, et al., 
2016, p2). This method of sampling was seen to be the most appropriate, as the research sought 
an array of perspectives from people involved in, and associated to Airbnb, from local 
Councillors to Airbnb hosts to housing experts. Thus, purposive sampling allowed the 
researcher to select participants from different sectors based on their role in the community and 
the knowledge they possess.  
Snowball sampling was another method adopted to further recruit research participants. 
Snowball sampling occurs when researchers access new informants by referral from existing 
informants (Noy, 2008). Snowball sampling was an effective tool as the researcher struggled 
to secure interviews with particular groups through purposive sampling. For example, snowball 
sampling was used to contact Airbnb hosts, as the researcher was unable to contact any using 
the Airbnb platform. Snowball sampling allowed the researcher a greater pool of participants, 
allowing a more holistic understanding of different perspectives.  Snowball sampling can prove 
effective to obtain information from ‘hidden populations’ (Noy, 2008). The Key Informant 
interviews enabled the researcher to collate the perspectives of stakeholders, to assess the 
differing views and values from members of the community.   Refer to Table 1 on the next 












Table 1. List of Key Informants and their Abbreviation Codes 
Key Informant Abbreviated Name 

























Purposive sampling saw Key Informants contacted via email, phone or in the case of one 
Airbnb host, via the Airbnb platform. Initial identification of these potential participants was 
through a web-based search. Snowball sampling saw Key Informants contacted via the contact 
details provided by other participants.  The data was collected from eight interviews carried 
out in person in Queenstown, two via video interview and one phone interview. In-person 
interviews were conducted in a convenient location for the participants, thus interviews were 
conducted in cafes, in participants homes or at participants workplace. The majority of 
interviews involved a single participant, with the exception of one interview which involved 
two participants. All interviews were recorded, and have subsequently been transcribed and 
coded for data analysis.  
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3.7. Ethical Considerations  
The present research gained ethical approval from the University of Otago to conduct research 
regarding stakeholder perspectives on the impact of Airbnb in Queenstown. Appendix A 
contains the approved documentation including the information sheet and Appendix B contains 
the consent form provided to and signed by all participants. Ethical considerations are an 
important part of the research process given that social research is often complex and involves 
a dynamic interaction between researcher and respondent (Henn et al., 2009). Appendix A and 
Appendix B were drafted in light of these ethical considerations. In maintaining ethical 
standards, interviews were voluntary and kept to a length of 30-60 minutes. Participants could 
withdraw from the research at any time and could decline to answer any questions while having 
their anonymity protected throughout the research process. The information sheet was emailed 
to participants prior to the scheduled interview, with details of the research and what is asked 
of them. After participants had been informed, they could choose to accept their participation 
in the research by signing the consent form. 
3.8. Data Analysis  
The first stage of data analysis involved transcribing all of the interviews into electronic word 
documents. Transcriptions were then coded into key themes, derived from commonly 
mentioned topics or ideas across interviews and key findings from the literature review. 
Interviews were coded into positive and negative impacts of Airbnb, comments on current 
regulation, suggestions for management strategies of Airbnb and other miscellaneous 
noteworthy data. The coding process also included sub-codes to categorise the positive and 
negative impacts, for example, housing pressures and neighbourhood nuisance. Sub-codes 
were also used to differentiate participants positive and/or negative reactions to current 
regulation and similar suggestions of management strategies - for example an Airport Tax or 
visitor tax. The transcription and coding process allowed all data to be collated and organised 
to provide the researcher with a full overview of results to filter through. The transcription 
process also allowed the researcher to identify relevant and important quotations later used to 
illustrate key findings in the results chapter of this thesis.  The information was then analysed 
alongside secondary data compiled in the literature and document analysis. Following this 
process, a combination of visual notes and explanatory diagrams were used to organise data 
into a logical structure for presenting and discussing key findings.  
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3.8.1. Triangulation 
Triangulation refers to the use of more than one method in the validation process of research, 
to ensure agreement between methods. Triangulation is seen as a vehicle for cross-validation 
when two or more methods are found to be consistent and produce comparable data (Jick, 
1979). The present research used a mixed-methods approach to data collection. The data 
primarily drew on Key Informant perspectives however an analysis of literature and 
documentation further validate these findings. Thus, gaining various perspectives using 
qualitative and quantitative methods, allowed the utilisation of triangulation to compose 
justified recommendations and conclusions. 
3.9. Reflections 
3.9.1. Positionality  
Bourke (2014) notes how research is shaped by both the researcher and the participants. Our 
own biases and perceptions can shape or impact the research process (ibid.). It is important for 
the researcher to acknowledge their positionality and subconscious biases that could impact the 
research. Positionality encapsulates the researchers fixed attributes including race, nationality 
and gender or subjective-contextual factors such as personal life and experiences. How the 
researcher presents themselves or how they interact, will impact on how they are perceived by 
participants (Chiseri-Strater, 1996). Subsequently, the researcher made every attempt to remain 
neutral and unbiased to ensure participants could offer authentic and personal responses. This 
research seeks to explore methods of regulation as a result of the adverse impacts of Airbnb in 
Queenstown. However, the researcher did not want to silence the positive impacts of Airbnb 
and frame the research in a negative light. As a result, all interview questions were open-ended 
and asked in a neutral tone, allowing participants full autonomy in their responses and were 
not misled into answers. 
3.9.2. Limitations  
It is important to reflect on the research process and acknowledge the limitations. The thesis 
has strict deadlines, which induced time constraints for the researcher. If awarded more time, 
the researcher would complete more fieldwork to add to the validity of the findings. Firstly, 
this research consists of 12 Key Informants derived from 11 interviews. These interviews 
provide a representation of stakeholders views and their associated industry perspective. 
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Conducting more interviews would allow greater representation of perspectives from different 
sectors, further cementing the validity of findings. Secondly, the research is dependent on 
expert advice from carefully chosen stakeholders groups. If awarded more time, the researcher 
wishes to have conducted survey questionaries’ with tourists, locals and workers from the 
community. This would allow greater representation of the Queenstown community and what 
issues/benefits associated with Airbnb are important to them. 
3.10. Conclusion  
This Chapter has outlined the methodology employed to investigate the impact of Airbnb in 
Queenstown. The methodology adopted was guided by the aim and research questions. The 
approach and research design were first discussed to give a theoretical background on the 
chosen methods. The research employed a mixed-method approach consisting of qualitative 
and quantitative methods, which were later triangulated. The methods consisted of a literature 
review, document analysis and eleven Key Informant interviews. The combination of primary 
and secondary data added to the validity and justification of research findings. Finally, the 
chapter considered researcher practice noting the ethical considerations, the positionality of the 
researcher and limitations of the present research. The findings and results deriving from the 















This chapter illustrates the findings from Key Informant interviews and secondary research 
methods. The chapter will be divided into three sections, each section dedicated to answering 
one of the three research questions reiterated below.   
 
4. What are the localized factors that highlight the need for local authority management 
of Airbnb?  
5. What are the perspectives of sector stakeholders regarding the current regulation of 
Residential Visitor Accommodation?  
6. What are possible regulatory and non-regulatory approaches local governments could 
adopt to reduce the negative impacts of Airbnb?  
 
The first section will analyze the benefits and adverse impacts of Airbnb in Queenstown. The 
second section will provide a policy analysis of the current provisions by which Airbnb is 
bound. This section will also compare Queenstown’s provisions to other cities globally, and 
also explore Key Informant commentary on the workability and feasibility of these provisions. 
The final section, dedicated to research question three, will look at Key Informant suggestions 
for possible management strategies in dealing with the adverse impacts of Airbnb. The themes 
and ideas in this chapter are derived from Key Informant interviews and have been commonly 
mentioned across informants. Key Informants will be referred to through this section via code 
 44 
names to preserve the participants' anonymity. Table 2 reiterates these Key Informant codes 
stated in the previous chapter.  
 
Table 2. List of Key Informant and their Abbreviation Codes 
Key Informant Abbreviated Name 












Independent Planner P1 
Accommodation Provider AP1 
Queenstown Resident R1 
Local Business Owner BO1 
 
A total of 12 key informant interviews were conducted, therefore these results deliver only a 
general set of opinions. Key informants were targeted to provide different industry perspectives 
on the topic. It is important to note that conclusions drawn from this report are not absolute and 
partial and are not representative of all opinions on Airbnb in Queenstown. However, they do 








This first section of the results chapter will answer research question one:  
 
What are the localized factors that highlight the need for local authority management of 
Airbnb? 
 
The section analyses both the adverse impacts and benefits associated with Airbnb in 
Queenstown, as outlined by Key Informants. The adverse impacts will help to inform the policy 
review and future management strategies to help alleviate pressures from these impacts. It must 
be noted that Airbnb can also bring benefits to a community, these will also be analyzed to 
understand the positive impacts of Airbnb. Table 3 depicts the three main benefits and three 
main adverse impacts associated with Airbnb in Queenstown. These themes were the most 
commonly mentioned impacts by Key Informants. Each theme will be discussed in this section 
of the results chapter. 
 






Profitable Opportunity for Local Homeowners 
 
Housing Pressures 
Contributes Profit to the Tourism Industry 
 




Stimulates Competition in the Accommodation 




4.1. Benefits of Airbnb 
4.1.1. Profitable Opportunity for Local Homeowners  
One of the main benefits associated with Airbnb is the profitable opportunity it provides to 
local homeowners. Local residents can utilise the platform to rent out a room in their home, or 
rent out their entire house in periods when they are away from the city. Airbnb accommodation 
within the Queenstown Lakes District generated $68.6 million in revenue for hosts over an 11 
month period ending August 2018. The average income for an Airbnb host would be $19,886 
during this period, which is two and a half times more than the average Airbnb listing in New 
Zealand (QLDC, 2017a). Below, Table 4 depicts the experiences of two Airbnb hosts in 
Queenstown. Informants A1 and A2 both rent out a unit attached to their homes.  
 
Table 4. Quotation Table: Airbnb Hosts Experiences with the Platform 
Airbnb 
Host A1 
Why do it?  
"In the last three years… I swear it's almost every second house that seems like 
they've got a unit attached. A one-bedroom or a two-bedroom unit attached and 
that's to pay mortgages. But also Airbnb, if you're getting that 45,000 or 60K a 
year, that's your mortgage paid for. And you might have to do three to five hours 
work a week for it. So that's not a bad return." 
 
Personal Gain 
"It allowed me to quit my full-time job so I could work part-time for myself. So 
it's a financial reason. But I think in Queensland there's a real perspective that its 
easy money. I've got neighbours… the neighbours beside me, similar unit to me. 
60K a year for the last two years. Our neighbours around the corner were to and 
she's hitting 45K every year.”  
Airbnb 
Host A2 
Why do it?  
“My boyfriend built the house and so we love to be there and basically upstairs 
above the garage is a fully self-contained unit. So that was in the build plan as a 
way to source income and also it allows us to live in the house without having 
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flatmates as well so we can have our own space without having to share with 
five people to pay the mortgage.”  
 
Personal Gain 
“And for us, even if we only book it out two nights a week, that's more than a 
flatmate would pay for a full week. And that's for us, that's making a profit and 
it's great. So we kinda thought, worse case we only have it booked for two nights 
a week and that's great, that's fantastic.”  
 
Both Key Informants chose to list their home as an Airbnb for financial reasons. Informant A1 
explains how operating an Airbnb has allowed her to quit her fulltime job. A1 also states that 
their neighbours have had financial success with their Airbnb listings, earning between $45,000 
and $60,000 annually. Informant A2 explains how they added in a self-contained unit intended 
for Airbnb when building their house. A2 believes they would make more profit from Airbnb 
compared to a long-term rental, while still having access to the unit when desired. 
Other Key Informants also mentioned the profitable opportunity that Airbnb offers for 
homeowners, as a major benefit to the platform. Figure 1 presents Key Informant quotations 











Figure 1. Quotations by Key Informants Regarding the Financial Benefit of Airbnb 
“There's a massive 
additional income that 
they can earn, where 
they're paying, the price 
of property is so high 
already and I've got huge, 
just the living costs in 
Queenstown. I think that's 
one benefit is their ability 
for locals to generate 
additional income.” – 
HE1 
 
“People got involved in 
Airbnb, they started 
depending on it to pay 
their mortgages and their 
rents.” – C2 
 
“I think people saw an 
opportunity to make a ton 
of cash, really, from 
having the ability to rent 
their home on a short-
term basis… it enables 
people to help with their 
income, to pay their 
mortgages, and yeah for 
single people who might 
own a house it’s a good 
social interaction sort of 




Key Informants HE1, C2 and HE2 all acknowledge the financial benefit associated with 
Airbnb. These informants note that Airbnb enables people to earn an additional income to pay 
their mortgages and afford the high cost of living in Queenstown. The high cost of living and 
housing pressures will be explained in sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2  of this chapter.  
In summary, Airbnb provides local residents with a profitable opportunity to make an 
additional income. This is regarded as a major benefit in the District as people utilise the 
platform for financial gain and to assist in paying off mortgages.  
4.1.2. Contribution to the Tourism Industry   
Another benefit of Airbnb is the contribution it makes to the tourism industry. Tourists staying 
in Airbnb's will often reside in the District for some time and therefore utilise the services and 
facilities. Tourists will spend money on activities, restaurants and bars and general shopping, 
thus contributing profits to the area and boosting the tourism industry in Queenstown. Key 
Informants all acknowledged the importance of the tourism sector in the District as a dominant 
industry for economic gain. The below quotation explains informant A1’s perception of 
tourism in Queenstown.  
“Because the reality, without tourism Queensland pretty much grind to a halt. There's 
not many other businesses, everything seems to be related to tourism in some way or 
another. So we'd still be quite a sleepy town without tourism.” – A1 
 
Informant A1 noted that a lot of business activity in Queenstown is related to tourism in some 
way and highlighted the need for tourism for economic prosperity. Table 5 provides Key 
Informant statements on Airbnb’s contribution to the tourism industry.  
 
Table 5. Quotation Table: How Airbnb Benefits the Tourism Industry 
CP1 
“It actually generates a lot of income and jobs for like cleaners.” 
BO1 
“(Airbnb is) good for home owners and for the tourism industry which 
increases the local economy and spending with local businesses.” 
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C2 
“It has enabled Queenstown to house many, many more people than just the 
hotels could have done. So it's enabled a much bigger and faster growth in the 
visitor industry than could have happened, that would have been limited by 
the hotels. But certainly for the activity and restaurants and all those sorts of 
things, there's more money.” 
 
The quotations from CP1, BO1 and C2 illustrate how Airbnb contributes to the tourism 
industry in Queenstown. CP1 notes how Airbnb can generate income and jobs for people such 
as cleaners. BO1 notes the contribution tourists make to the local economy through Airbnb 
through spending with local businesses. C2 notes that Queenstown has greater tourist capacity 
with the introduction of Airbnb, allowing faster growth of the industry. 
Conversely, Key Informant R1 argues that tourists staying in Airbnb’s may not contribute to 
the local economy as much as you would expect, as the accommodation may provide all their 
needs. 
“At the same time, working say in a bar… and you’ve got people in an Airbnb, they’ll 
stay and drink in the house before they come into town. For sure, the restaurants 
definitely get a lot of tourist activity, but the bars definitely don’t. Because people would 
rather go into Queenstown to drink rather than sit in a hotel bar or hotel room and just 
drink. But I mean if you’ve got a house, you’ve got a table you can all sit around and 
drink and relax with your own drinks rather than coming into town.”  - R1 
 
Informant R1 is a local bar manager in Queenstown and noted that the business does not get a 
lot of tourist activity. R1 explains how Airbnb tourists may opt to drink at their accommodation 
out of convenience and reduced costs. The informant believed when staying in hotels tourists 
want to get out of their hotel and spend their time in Queenstown. In contrast, Airbnb can 
provide a private homely environment where people can relax in their own space.  
In summary, according to these Key Informants Airbnb has contributed to the development of 
the tourism industry in Queenstown. Airbnb generates jobs and brings tourists to the District 
which benefits local businesses in the area through tourist spending. Tourism makes up a large 
part of Queenstown economy, therefore the introduction of Airbnb has been beneficial to the 
expansion of the industry and contributes to the local economy. However, people staying in 
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Airbnb’s may often opt to stay at their accommodation rather than go out in the evening. This 
may be attributed to the private nature and extra amenities that Airbnb’s offer, compared to 
hotel rooms.  
4.1.3. Diversifying the Accommodation Market and Alleviation of Pressures   
The final key benefit of Airbnb, commonly mentioned by Key Informants, was the impact on 
the accommodation industry. Key Informants noted Airbnb entered Queenstown at an ideal 
time as there was a shortage of short-term accommodation. At the time Airbnb was established 
in Queenstown, the platform was perceived to alleviate pressures on hoteliers as they struggled 
to cope with influxes of tourist numbers in peak seasons. Table 6 illustrates the Key Informant 
statements on this pressure.   
 
Table 6. Quotation Table: Airbnb Alleviating Pressure on the Accommodation Industry 
C2 
“So basically Airbnb had a really good entry into Queenstown because our 
formal accommodation was really stretched, Queenstown was getting quite 
full, and people haven't built new hotels here for a very long time… So we had 
this period of real squeeze from 2013 to 2018, or 17, 18, a real squeeze in the 
market where the hotels became much, much more expensive, and they left a 
real gap for something else, and Airbnb came in that period. So it was a 
community that was really ripe for Airbnb to come in, and that's what 
happened.”  
A1 
“It's not necessarily a bad thing. Queenstown is under tremendous growth and 
that wouldn't have been possible without the additional rooms available for 
people to stay in. That's just a reality. The growth in hotels hasn't kept up with 
the growth in tourism.”  
P1 
“Particularly, right now there's a massive hotel building kind of boom going 
on. A couple of years ago, that wasn't the case. And so, there was big shortages 
of bed nights you know? And that kind of helps provide supply without needing 
more infrastructure.”  
HE1 
“At the time there was a shortage of hotels, but now there's a lot of hotels being 
built. And they're talking about there being an oversupply soon.” 
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Informant C1 states that hoteliers previously dominated the industry and were, therefore, able 
to raise their prices up, leaving a gap in the market for something else to come along. The 
informant states the industry was at capacity and there was a need for more beds. Informant 
A1 notes the same point stating that the tourism industry in Queenstown would not be thriving 
without Airbnb as the city didn't have the capacity to sustain increasing tourist numbers. 
Informant P1 acknowledges the same point of a previous bed shortage but explains there is 
now a hotel development boom. HE1 reiterates this point and is concerned there might be an 
oversupply of accommodation once the new hotels begin operating. 
The introduction of Airbnb has also contributed positively to the accommodation industry by 
diversifying the market. Airbnb offers a new form of accommodation and is now seen as a 
major competitor to traditional accommodation providers in the District. Key Informants 
interpreted this as a benefit of Airbnb as hoteliers are prompted to invest and upgrade their 
service to maintain their position in the market. The below quotation table depicts the 
aforementioned point.  
 
Table 7. Quotation Table: Airbnb Stimulating Competition in the Accommodation Industry 
C1 
“Dunedin is a classic example because their accommodation is s***.  I’ve stayed 
and some crap accommodation in Dunedin hotels motels and what will happen 
is a big player will turn up build a really cool hotel everyone will go there and 
now they’ll go maybe we’ll need to renovate maybe we could buy better beds or 
whatever it is, so that’s what will happen.”  
HE1 
“I don’t see it as terrible for the hotels to have a bit of competition. Sometimes 
when you are seeing hotels and sometimes take it out to $400 a night for a basic 
room in town and I just went, wow, that is so expensive.”  
A1 
“So Airbnb’s been a nice little shock to the system for them (hotels) to raise the 
game.” 
AP1 
“(Airbnb) certainly is a competitor, we can’t deny it, it’s probably one of our 
main competitors now. We see it in that, instead of people sharing a six shared 
dorm here with their five friends, they’ll now get a three-bedroom house, where 
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they have their own kitchen and don’t have to worry about staying quiet after 
ten, so that the other people can sleep, you know?.”  
 
Informant C1 compares Queenstown’s situation to Dunedin, arguing when competition arises 
in the industry, it incentivises other accommodation to invest and develop their own service. 
A1 also notes this point stating that Airbnb has influenced hoteliers to ‘raise the game’. 
Informant HE1 discusses the competition from a cost point of view, as hoteliers previously 
dominated the industry they were able to establish high room rates. With Airbnb as a 
competitor, perhaps providers cannot maintain this high price point. Airbnb is a direct 
competitor for AP1 who is a lower-end accommodation provider. The informant notes Airbnb 
offers a private area compared to their backpacker's service, and for groups of people travelling 
this could be a more attractive and affordable option. 
In summary, Airbnb's introduction to Queenstown came at a time when there was a gap in the 
market. The introduction of Airbnb helped to alleviate pressures on hotels as the platform 
helped to provide more beds, bringing tourists to the District and essentially contribute to the 
expansion of the tourism industry. Informants discussed how previously the industry was 
dominated by hoteliers, who were able to charge high rates for their service. Airbnb diversifies 
the market and induces competition. Informant C1 notes that this is important to encourage 
hotels to invest in their services and bring up the entire standard of Queenstown 
accommodation. 
4.2. Adverse Impacts of Airbnb 
Section one of the results chapter first analysed the positive impacts associated with Airbnb in 
Queenstown. This section will continue to analyse the adverse impacts of Airbnb, as outlined 
by Key Informants. The section discusses the themes of housing pressures, staff retention and 
affordability issues and neighbourhood nuisance.  
4.2.1. Housing Pressures  
Housing pressures were found to be the most prominent adverse impact associated with Airbnb 
in Queenstown. Every Key Informant either mentioned the issues of housing affordability or 
availability during interviews. 
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4.2.1.1. Background to Queenstown housing  
The following information is summarised from the Section 32A report on Visitor 
Accommodation. The Queenstown lakes District is recognised as having some of the least 
affordable housing in New Zealand (QLDC, 2017a). 
• The medium house price in Queenstown is $850,000  
• The medium household income is $72,497  
• The average rental price for the District in June 2016 was $442  
• This average rental price increased to $521 in June 2017 
(QLDC, 2017a). 
These details are intended to demonstrate the housing situation in Queenstown and give context 
to Key Informant commentary surrounding housing pressures. The figures demonstrate that the 
medium house price is 11.72 times the median household income, showing the difficulty in 
attaining affordable housing. An ‘affordable' housing market in the District would see homes 
at 4.0-6.0 times the annual median household incomes (QLDC, 2017a). The average cost of 
rentals in 2017 ($521) surpassed the average rental cost in Auckland, being $502 (QLDC, 
2017a). Thus, making Queenstown the most expensive place to live in New Zealand. There is 
a shortage of available housing stock in Queenstown and Airbnb contributes to housing issues 
by reducing the long-term supply of rental accommodation and therefore increasing the 
demand. This contributes to housing availability and affordability issues in the District. The 
following two figures illustrate Key Informant commentary on housing affordability and 








Please refer to next pages for Figure 2 on housing affordability and Figure 3 on housing 


















                                                                                                                                
 

















                                                                                                                      
Housing 
Affordability   
“So, initially, I think it pushed house prices up because of the demand. 
Having a house here was a really strong opportunity for people to make a 
higher return on investment. So yeah, I think that initially pushed prices 
up.” – HE2 
 
“I had an apartment in Sydney 
that I was renting out, I was 
getting less for rent there than 
I'm paying here. But yeah 
Queenstown is more expensive 
to live in that Sydney.” – AP1 
 
“I used to live at Shotover 
Lodge (Studio room, 15 out 
of QT CBD) because we 
couldn't find anywhere to 
live. That was $230 a week 
and now they've raised it to 
$260 a week… I moved to 
another place in town that 
was $265 per week for just a 
bedroom in a shared house." 
– R1   
“But the cost of building is huge in 
Queenstown. The building codes for 
Queenstown obviously in the 
environment, the quality of building 
that's needed is expensive. Land is 
very expensive. Labour is very 
expensive.” – P1 
 
“The mortgages are really high here… the land values have just 
gone up at far greater rates. They’re going up at 10,11% a year, 
and so what we’re paying in mortgages is just untenable.” – C2 
"I've got a friend at the moment who's building a house with her 
husband and they've got a three-year-old daughter and it's like 
impossible for them to find somewhere that's at a reasonable price 






“There is a severe shortage of housing for 
locals…so this shortage has increased demand 
and prices for housing substantially, both for 

















“So I've been quite lucky but I know people who definitely 
have struggled or who have had to put up with non-ideal 
conditions just because that's all they could get or they're 
paying a fortune because that's all they can get.” – A2 
 
(Referring to Airbnb) “Reduces the already 
short supply of long term rental properties for 
locals, forcing prices up and/or forcing 
residents to live further away from 
Queenstown, like in Arrowtown…” – BO1 
 
 
“The downside to Airbnb's, it actually 
reduces the rental stock in town... and I just 
know, how desperate people are for 
accommodation” – AP1 
 
“Yes, it is hard. It is very very hard. Basically, finding your own 
room in a shared house is difficult enough, let alone finding one 
under $300 a week.” – R1 
 
“A lot of it is on Queenstown trading, which is a Facebook group for Queenstown locals. (Flats) go 
up on there. Any good one you have to snatch up like that, because within five minutes there is 10 
comments on it…. you’ve literally got to basically pick the top 15 people. Like you end up with like 
60 message and you’ve got to pick like the first 10-15 for the viewings. It’s ridiculous.” – R1 
“Yeah, so, the problem is really, we need 
more sort of, dedicated workers housing 
supply for worker in central Queenstown, 
close to bus routes.” – P1 
 
 
“It's just simple as supply and demand, 
there's not enough supply in terms of 
rental properties out there, than the 
demand… Yeah, not a supply and the 
demand's too great, then prices go up.” – 
HE1 
 
 "And in Queenstown we have a surplus of 
capacity for housing that's one thing, but there 
are a whole load of things that we can't control 
that impact the way housing becomes available 
to the market so it might be zoned but might not 
actually be ready to be used, it might not have 
any services, it might not be subdivided, the 
subdivision process takes a long time, some 
landowners hold onto their land for a while 
before releasing it to the market or it's released 
in stages. So, we know that we have enough 
zoned land for housing but the activities that 
occur within the land or within the houses that 
are zoned is another thing." – HE2 
 
Figure 3. Quotations from Key Informants Regarding Housing Availability in Queenstown 
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4.2.1.2. Housing Affordability  
Figure 2 depicts Key Informant commentary on housing affordability in Queenstown. Key 
Informants HE2 and BO1 discuss how the demand for housing in Queenstown has pushed the 
price of housing up. Key Informants P1 and C2 discuss how the high cost of building has driven 
up the housing prices in Queenstown. Key Informant AP1 discusses the comparative cost of 
living between Queenstown and Sydney, stating how they found Sydney to be more expensive. 
Key Informant A2 discusses their friends’ issues in finding affordable housing while R1 states 
their experience in finding an affordable shared house or studio room. Informant R1 works in 
the tourism industry in Queenstown.   
4.2.1.3. Housing Availability 
Figure 3 depicts Key Informant commentary on housing availability in Queenstown. Informant 
R1 outlines the process of finding a shared flat on the Queenstown trading Facebook page, 
noting the high demand. Informants HE1 and P1 talk about the need for a greater supply of 
long-term rental accommodation in Queenstown. Informants AP1 and BO1 attribute housing 
pressures directly to Airbnb and Residential Visitor Accommodation, as they perceive Airbnb 
reduces the rental supply in the city. Informant A2 discusses how they know people who have 
struggled to find affordable rentals in Queenstown. Key Informant HE2 discusses the difficulty 
in building new dwellings in Queenstown, as developers may own the land, the land may not 
be zoned appropriately or may not be ready for development. The informant notes how there 
is a surplus of land available for housing development, yet development is slow.  
4.2.1.4. Opposing Opinions   
While Key Informants all acknowledged there were housing issues in Queenstown, three Key 
Informants disputed this should be attributed to Airbnb and Residential Visitor 
Accommodation. Table 8 presents Key Informant commentary, offering a different perspective 
on the issue.  
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Table 8. Quotation Table: Airbnb not to be Blamed for Housing Pressures 
A1 
“The investors who had built or bought those houses to put on Airbnb, it doesn't 
mean they would rent them, you know? There's no guarantee those would have been 
available as rentals or available for other people to purchase at a lower price point. 
Queenstown needs more houses. Even if you take Airbnb out of it, Queenstown 
need more houses built anyway to satisfy the growth in population.” 
P1 
“The issue is really that a lot of the houses that were used for short-term a lot, aren't 
going to be put into workers accommodation because the owners want to use them 
for themselves every now and then. So, I don't think that's the issue.” 
C2 
“I actually think the affordability and the availability, it has... there's some that 
Airbnb does contribute to. What I'm against or what I don't think would be helpful 
is to vilify Airbnb, because I don't think it will work. I think it's a symptom. It's not 
the problem, it's a symptom.” 
 
Key Informants A1 and P1 note that there is no guarantee if houses were not listed as Airbnb’s, 
that they would be listed on the long-term rental market. Often people like to have their holiday 
houses available for use throughout the year, and they can control the periods of rental. 
Informant A1 and C2 both note that regardless of Airbnb, Queenstown needs more rentals. 
Informant C2 goes further to explain Airbnb is not the problem, but yet a symptom of the wider 
existing housing issues.  
In summary, all Key Informant acknowledge the housing pressures in Queenstown. However, 
there is a divided opinion among informants whether this can be attributed to Airbnb or a 
symptom of wider housing pressures existing in the District. 
4.2.2. Staff Retention and Affordability Issues 
Queenstown's housing pressures contribute to the ability of people to work and live in the city. 
The unaffordability of living in Queenstown contributes to businesses ability to retain staff. 
This was found to be an issue in the tourism sector and other industries. Key informant C2 
explains the current difficulty Queenstown is facing.  
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“It's more expensive to buy a house here than anywhere in the country, and yet our 
wages are very low, possibly the lowest in the country. But they're pretty low, a lot of 
people are minimum wage or just above.” – C2 
 
Tourism is an expanding and important economic sector for the Queenstown Lakes District 
(QLDC, 2017a). Informant C2 notes that Queenstown is a low wage economy, perhaps 
attributed to the largely tourism-based workforce. The average salary for hospitality and 
tourism work in New Zealand is $45,000 (Careers.govt, 2019). As outlined in section 4.2.1, 
the average house price in Queenstown is $850,000 and the average weekly rental price is $442 
(QLDC, 2017a). These figures depict the unaffordability of Queenstown, as local residents 
would need to dedicate over half their weekly income to rent or mortgage. Key Informants 
HE1, CP1 and C2 expressed their concern in retaining key industry workers in the city.  
 
Table 9. Quotation Table: Affordability Issues in Queenstown 
 
Informants HE1, CP1 and C2 all note that staff in lower-waged industries will be those who 
cannot afford to live in Queenstown. Table 9 shows that informants expressed their concern 
for public servants ability to remain in Queenstown, while informant C2 notes these are integral 
workers needed in any community.  HE2 notes that people want to be able to buy a home, if 
people cannot securely establish themselves in the region it may drive them out.  
HE1 
“A community can't function without teachers and nurses, but we were struggling 
as a community. The employees were struggling to retain these people because 
they'd arrive and say, oh yeah, great, let's go live in Queenstown. And then they say, 
oh, well I can't even afford to buy a home here. So they're moving out.” 
CP1 
“But yeah there are certainly challenges for people on lower incomes in our district 
and also police as well as the hospitality people who work in the hospitality 
industry, there’s no doubt that we have got massive challenges.” 
C2 
"We're talking people who are teachers, people like my partner in the police, and 
people that we need in our community and they're absolutely integral to the running 
of a community, of any community. Nurses, doctors even, but in Queenstown, they 
can't afford a house. I mean, it's just phenomenally difficult." 
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Table 10 illustrates industry professionals perspectives on staff retention in Queenstown. The 
table focuses on the perspectives of informants R1, AP1 and BO1. R1 and AP1 are managers 
in the hospitality and accommodation industries, while BO1 offers an alternative perspective 
from the IT services industry.  
 
Table 10. Industry Professionals Perspectives on Staff Retention Issues 
R1 – Local Bar 
Manager 
Issue 
“Everyone gets paid minimum wage in Queenstown. Yet, the rent is 
insanely much more than anywhere else in NZ. Basically, a lot of people 
struggle a lot because they just can’t afford to live here.” 
Example  
“3 years ago, when it was more like $200-$250 for a room we were 
getting 15 CVs a day at work, getting handed in. Then over that year it 
really jumped up and it was more like $350 for your own room. 
Sometimes $400 for your own room. This is around last year. And 
literally, we didn't get CVs at all. We got no CVs. People just couldn't 
afford to live here. They would come and leave within the week or two 
because they realised it was way too expensive to live here." 




“We're all finding it harder to find staff. Certainly, in sort of the pre-
summer and the pre-season, there's been, like in November last year, there 
were bars here that were closing down on certain nights because they 
couldn't get enough staff.”  
How they manage this  
“We guarantee our staff here full-time hours, so I think that's one of other 
people's struggles, that their hours are up and down. So the staff here, they tend 
to find something, they're not always happy with what they find, like they move 
around quite a bit. We've got four staff that live together at the moment, which 
that's a good and a bad thing. One gets sick they all get sick, they bring all their 
home situations into work, but anyway.” 
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BO1 - IT 
Business Owner 
Issue  
“There is also a skills shortage for our industry (IT Services) so we need 
to recruit from out of town, however the high cost of living has made it 
difficult to attract staff to relocate to Queenstown unless we pay 
substantially more than we would for similar skills in other 
centres…Some core staff are long term Queenstown residents with family 
rooted in the area so they are stable to a point. The shortage of skills 
locally makes them susceptible to poaching from other businesses in the 
area, both inside and outside our area." 
How they manage this  
“We combat this by paying remuneration above the average for similar 
roles in the Company in other areas. We provide a company car to enable 
them to live further afield and commute to Queenstown without incurring 
additional cost themselves.”  
 
Informant R1 and AP1 note their struggle in retaining staff in the tourism industry. R1 believed 
the number of CVs they received reflected the cost of living in Queenstown at the time, noting 
when rental prices increased, their CV intake decreased. In comparison, AP1 believed the 
amount of staff interest to work in the industry was seasonal, often reducing in summer periods. 
Informant AP1 managed this issue through ensuring to provide permanent hours for staff, 
ensuring a stable income. In contrast, informant BO1 noted the difficulty in retaining staff in 
the IT industry. The industry requires a skilled workforce, which BO1 notes can be scarce in 
the region and in high demand. The company manages this through paying a higher salary to 
workers in the area (comparative to similar roles in other areas) and providing a company car 
enabling staff to live further afield.  
In summary, from these results, it can be seen that the high cost of housing (buying and renting) 
has made the region unaffordable. Businesses struggle to retain staff in the tourism industry as 
staff wages do not reflect the high cost of living. Other industries also suffer as businesses 
struggle to retain a skilled workforce. Furthermore, there is a concern for public servants in the 
area, as informants fear the increasing cost of living may make it unattainable to house integral 
members of the community.  
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4.2.3. Neighbourhood Disruption  
Another adverse impact of Airbnb, as identified by Key Informants was neighbourhood 
nuisances. Table 11 and Table 12 illustrate four main nuisances that came up in Key Informant 
discussions, these include parking and traffic, impact on neighbourhood character, noise and 
nuisance, and a lack of understanding of local rubbish systems.   
 
Table 11. Quotation Table: Airbnb Impacting Parking, Traffic and Neighbourhood Character 
Parking and Traffic Neighbourhood Character 
"Obviously, parking in those areas can be a 
bit of an issue. And the Council have just 
introduced a no verge parking, which is 
going to put a bit of pressure on the 
neighbourhood, as well, which means that 
you can't park on any of your grass verges 
area" – HE2 
“Me personally I like to get to know my 
neighbours so before coming to Queenstown 
I’ve always made an effort to get to know my 
neighbours and made sure that they know me 
but yeah I feel like living next door to 
accommodation you can’t do that.” – CP2 
“I think they tended to be more around 
parking, because parking’s a big one and 
because everyone has a rental car that comes 
here…they want to get around and go up the 
ski fields, they want to go for a tramp” – CP1  
 
“The destruction of neighbourhoods. So 
people don't know who's living next door to 
them, there's strangers all around people's 
residential neighbourhoods. There's lots of 
cars parked that they don't know. There's cars 
screaming down roads that have no idea that 
there's children playing in them” – C2 
“There's nowhere for cars to park, for 
example. So in terms of cars, you've got 
nowhere to park them. A lot of people are 
turning up in minibuses and minivans and 
stuff with trailers, and there's nowhere to put 
those sorts of vehicles. Those areas aren't 
designed for that.” – C2 
“I think changing the neighbourhoods. You 
get wary about sending your kids out because 
you don't know. I liken the neighbourhood 
we’re in to the childhood hoods in the 1980s 
where you can just send your kids out and 
they go a bit feral. You can't do that in certain 
neighbourhoods. Not to the same extent I 
don't think. So there's a difference between 
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being able to know your neighbours and not 
knowing whose staying next door to you. 
That would be I think the biggest negative.”– 
A1 
 
Table 12. Quotation Table: Airbnb Impacting Noise, Nuisance, Rubbish and Waste 
Noise and Nuisance Rubbish and Waste 
“Because I live in an apartment complex 
here, and I'm very aware that actually there's 
Airbnb's in that complex. Yeah, I often get 
somebody knocking on my door, thinking 
that they're trying to find their Airbnb's.” – 
AP1 
“So the environmental impact, and I don't 
know if that's significant or not, but guests 
often aren't recycling properly, so they're just 
throwing everything in the landfill and that is 
bad for us” – HE1 
“I have a friend who lives in town, in some 
apartments above the Shotover street shops. 
They said throughout Australian holidays, it 
was partiers coming and going. It was just 
people partying non-stop for like 2-3 weeks. 
Just people coming and going and going 
crazy.” – R1 
“They don't know how to use our waste 
systems. They don't know how to use the 
recycling systems. Basically, residential 
areas are not set up for people that don't 
understand how to live in New Zealand, you 
know? If things are in the wrong language for 
them.” – C2 
“There's cultural clashes, like buses of 
Chinese people will come and drive on 
people's lawns if there's no fences up, which 
New Zealanders often don't have fences, so 
the Chinese, that seems to me that they can 
freely walk onto those properties and 
photograph the flowers and things like that.” 
– C2 
“So we just had a change of rubbish bins 
here, and people, there's new recycling bins, 
everybody's, not everybody, a lot of people, 
I don't know if it's residence, but some people 
obviously haven't realized that there's new 




Residential neighbourhoods are traditionally planned for residential use and activity, and may 
not be adequately designed for influxes of tourists. Parking and traffic were a key concern, as 
certain neighbourhoods may not have the roading infrastructure to cope with a high usage of 
rental cars and tour buses passing through. Retention of neighbourhood character was regarded 
as another concern as Airbnb’s disrupt a sense of place in the community, as visitors come and 
go so frequently. Key Informants believed this impacted on community cohesion.   
Noise and Nuisance was another concern raised by Key Informants. Key Informant R1 was the 
only informant to raise a noise complaint, while AP1 discussed minor nuisances such as people 
knocking on their doors trying to find their accommodation. This was mentioned a few times 
by different informants. Key Informant C2 raised the issue of cultural clashes, illustrating that 
different cultures may not recognise conventional and accepted behaviour in residential 
neighbourhoods. Key Informants also acknowledged that tourists do not understand local 
rubbish systems, especially since Queenstown has just introduced a new recycling system this 
year. Key Informants HE1, C2 and AP1 believed tourists undermining the rubbish and 
recycling systems would have a large environmental impact on Queenstown.   
While some Key Informants maintained that Airbnb’s are disruptive to neighbourhoods, others 
viewed the impact as a minor inconvenience. Table 13  on the next page demonstrates Key 











Table 13. Quotation Table: Airbnb viewed as a Minor Inconvenience in Residential 
Neighbourhoods 
A2 
“It's kind of just a Queenstown thing, like I think so many houses have 4, 5, 6 people 
living in them, 4, 5, 6 cars parked outside so it's just kind of a thing and there are 
always cars coming and going and parked all over the place. It's just one of those 
things.” 
R1 
“I mean yeah you can notice it but it’s not too crazy. But I wouldn’t say it was a 
nuisance or anything.”   
P1 
“Yeah and actually you'll probably find that a lot of people that own Queenstown 
properties will prefer to live next to an Airbnb than they would next to a house that 
tenanted to ten ski seasonal workers, because... I've lived in a Queenstown, next to 
seasonal workers and on a Tuesday night they don't work the next Wednesday, 
they're out getting drunk in the backyard and stuff. I honestly believe that short-
term seasonal workers generate more adverse effects on residential community than 
a family that's come over from Australia to stay for the week.” 
 
Informant A2 considered that it was normal to have people coming and going from 
neighbourhoods in Queenstown, while informant R1 also didn’t believe it to be a nuisance. 
Informant P1 suggested living next to an Airbnb may be preferable to living next to seasonal 
accommodation workers. Many Key Informants agreed with this opinion, as they 
acknowledged that there are some adverse impacts, though thought this is to be expected in 
Queenstown, as the city thrives off the tourism industry.  
4.3. Summary of Section   
This section of the results chapter has explored Key Informant commentary on the benefits and 
adverse impacts associated with Airbnb in Queenstown. There were three main benefits linked 
to Airbnb in Queenstown that were identified by Key Informants, these are as follows.  
1. The profitable opportunity it provides to locals residents in the District. People can rent 
out their homes or rooms in their homes for additional income or to help pay their 
mortgages. 
 65 
2. The contribution Airbnb makes to the tourism industry by increasing visitor numbers 
and therefore increasing spending with local businesses – ultimately expanding the 
industry.  
3. Airbnb adds competition in the accommodation sector. This encourages other 
accommodation providers to invest and develop their services to secure their spot in the 
market. Airbnb also entered the market at the perfect time, alleviating pressures off 
hoteliers and increasing Queenstown’s capacity to host more tourists.  
 
Despite these benefits, there are also adverse impacts associated with Airbnb in any given 
community. The main adverse impacts linked to Airbnb in Queenstown, as identified by Key 
Informants are as follows. 
1. The pressure on the housing market. People often opt to rent their home on Airbnb as 
it can be more profitable than long-term rentals and they have access to the unit/house 
when they desire. The issue here is that this system is reducing the supply of long-term 
rentals on the market, making housing affordability and availability an issue for 
residents and seasonal workers. It is important to note that Queenstown was already 
facing housing pressures before Airbnb came along. Housing pressure cannot be fully 
attributed to Airbnb, although such short-term Residential Visitor Accommodation 
does contribute to the problem.  
2. Impact on staff retention and the ability for people to stay in Queenstown. The housing 
issues and high cost of living leads to the District becoming an unaffordable place to 
live for many. Here, businesses struggle to retain staff inside the tourism industry and 
in other industries. There is a concern about retaining service people in Queenstown as 
these are not typically high paying jobs and the cost of living may drive these people 
out of the District. 
3. Neighbourhood Disruption. Airbnb was perceived as contributing to neighbourhood 
disruption through parking and traffic, affecting neighbourhood character, noise and 
nuisance and rubbish and waste. Although these points were mentioned by Key 
Informants, they were often acknowledged as only minor nuisances and there was no 
sense of strong complaints from participants, the issues were framed as more of a 
concern for neighbourhood character.  
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These adverse impacts are the localised factors that highlight the need for local authority 
management of Airbnb and Residential Visitor Accommodation. Local authority management 
is important to ensuring the community can reap maximum benefit from the platform, while 
minimising adverse impacts. The next section of the results chapter will explore the current 
regulation Airbnb is bound by in Queenstown, the policy analysis will reveal what issues the 

























This section of the results chapter will focus on research question two:  
 
What are the perspectives of sector stakeholders regarding the current regulation for 
Residential Visitor Accommodation?  
 
The section will outline all provisions relevant to Airbnb, while noting commentary from Key 
Informants regarding their workability and effectiveness in managing the impacts of Airbnb in 
Queenstown. Furthermore, the section will compare Queenstown’s provisions, with the 
regulatory regimes of other cities around the world.  
4.4. Residential Visitor Accommodation in Queenstown’s Proposed 
District Plan   
Airbnb is categorised as Residential Visitor Accommodation (RVA) in the QLDC District 
Plan. Airbnb is the dominant player in the VSA sector. The number of Airbnb listings within 
the District increased by 61 percent over an 11-month period ending August 2017. Infometric 
data from QLDC identified 4,106 Airbnb listings in the District in August 2017 (QLDC, 
2017a). Below is a summary of the type of Airbnb listings available in the District. These 
statistics are derived from 2017 data as 2019 data is not available yet.  
• 2,759 of listings are entire dwellings/apartments (67%) 
• 1,306 of listings are private rooms (32%) 
• 36 of listings are shared rooms (0.9%) 
(QLDC, 2017a). 
The unprecedented growth has prompted Council attention as the platform expands in the 
District (QLDC, 2017a). The resulting provisions aim to address the use of residential 
dwellings for short term visitor accommodation and help Council to identify and manage 
potential adverse effects. These new district plan rules came into legal effect on 21 March 
2019. After this date, any new RVA or homestay activity will have to comply with the new 
district plan provisions or obtain a resource consent. The new rules do not affect consents 
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issued, or registrations applied for prior to 21 March 2019. The rules are currently subject to 
Environment Court appeal and could change over coming months/years.  
The rules provide the regulatory framework with which Airbnb hosts must comply. The rules 
are not limited to Airbnb, as they apply to any RVA (including Bookabach and Holiday Homes 
listings). Council considers regulation essential to ensuring the negative impacts associated 
with RVA are accounted for, such as housing and infrastructure pressures. Furthermore, 
regulation is also required to ensure that RVA meets public health and safety standards. The 
new rules require hosts to ‘notify’ QLDC of the activity prior to it commencing, helping the 
Council to identify operations of RVA. Notification is to take place via registration through the 
QLDC website.  
4.4.1. Definitions  
Table 14 provides definitions of Residential Visitor Accommodation, Homestay and Visitor 
Accommodation. These terms are quoted from QLDC under the Proposed District Plan and 
will be referred to throughout this section of the thesis.  
 
Table 14. Definitions relating to Airbnb, derived from QLDC’s Proposed District Plan 
Residential Visitor Accommodation (RVA) 
RVA means the use of a residential unit 
including a residential flat by paying guests 
where the length of stay by any guest is less 
than 90 nights, excludes: Visitor 
Accommodation and Homestays.  
Homestay 
 
Homestay means the use of a residential unit 
including a residential flat is also used by 
paying guests (where the length of stay by any 
guest is less than 90 nights) at the same time 
that either the residential unit or the residential 
flat is occupied by residents for use as a 
Residential Activity. The definition includes 
bed & breakfasts and farm-stays and excludes 








Visitor Accommodation (VA) 
 
 
Means the use of land or buildings to provide 
accommodation for paying guests where the 
length of stay for any guest is less than 90 
nights; and  
1. Includes camping grounds, motor parks, 
hotels, motels, backpackers’ accommodation, 
bunkhouses, tourist houses, lodges, timeshares, 
and managed apartments, and 
2. Includes services or facilities that are directly 
associated with, and ancillary to, the visitor 
accommodation, such as food preparation, 
dining and sanitary facilities, conference, bar, 
recreational facilities and others of a similar 
nature if such facilities are associated with the 
visitor accommodation activity. The primary 
role of these facilities is to service the overnight 
guests of the accommodation however they can 
be used by persons not staying overnight on the 
site.  
3. The definition includes onsite staff 
accommodation and excludes Residential 
Visitor Accommodation and Homestays.  
 
The definitions of Residential Visitor Accommodation, Homestays and Visitor 
Accommodation will be referred to throughout the remainder of the report. It is important to 
note these definitions as each accommodation type operates differently and has a different 
impact on the Queenstown community. Airbnb’s and operate under Residential Visitor 
Accommodation (entire dwelling listing) and Homestay activity (private or shared room 




4.4.2. Zoning  
Figure 4 illustrates zoning in Queenstown, to help with the interpretation of Visitor 
Accommodation provisions in selected zones. The applicable rules differ by zone, restricting 
RVA activities in the Lower Density Suburban Residential Zone and the Medium Density 
Residential Zone. RVA provisions in the High-Density Residential Zone area less restrictive.  
Figure 4 illustrates the High-Density Residential Zone is located close to the Queenstown 
Town Centre. The zone is relatively large and surrounds the town centre to the North-East and 
South-West. RVA provisions in the High-Density Residential Zone are less restrictive, 
attributed to close proximity to the town centre suitable for tourists and busy nature of the zone. 
The Lower-Density Suburban Residential Zone is the largest zone and expands the District. 
This zone includes Arthurs Point, Fernhill, Kelvin Heights and the North-Eastern area beyond 
the CBD toward Frankton. The Medium Density Residential Zone is more dispersed and is 
clustered around the Lower-Density Suburban Residential Zone. The rules in these latter two 
zones are similar and are more restrictive compared to the High-Density Residential Zone. 
These areas are intended to be utilised primarily for residential activity, while Airbnb’s are 
permitted with the appropriate resource consent.  The Visitor Accommodation Sub-Zones are 
scattered throughout the District. These zones are intended to provide a more enabling 
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4.4.3. Zoning Rules  
4.4.3.1. Proposed District Plan, Chapter 7 - Lower Density Suburban Residential  
Residential Visitor Accommodation is planned for in the Lower-Density Suburban Residential 
Zone. Visitor Accommodation is also anticipated in the Visitor Accommodation Sub-Zones as 
seen on Figure 4. Visitor Accommodation located outside of the Visitor Accommodation Sub-
Zones is restricted where it would result in a loss of residential character, cohesion and amenity 
values. Airbnb is regarded by some, to generate adverse impacts to residential neighbourhoods 
as outlined in first section of this chapter. Disruptions such as noise and nuisance effects 
generated by visitor movements can impacts on the character and cohesion of neighbourhoods.  
Objective 7.2.8 Visitor accommodation, Residential Visitor Accommodation and homestays 
are enabled at locations, and at a scale, intensity and frequency, that maintain the residential 
character and amenity values of the zone.  
 
Table 15. RVA Activity Rules in the Lower Density Suburban Residential Zone 
7.4.4 Homestays  Permitted Activity  A permitted activity 
can be carried out 
without need for 
resource consent, so 
long as it complies 




7.4.5  RVA 
Control is reserved to:  
a. The scale of the activity, including the number 
of guests on-site per night; 
b. The management of noise, use of outdoor areas, 
rubbish and recycling;  
Controlled Activity  A controlled activity 
requires a resource 
consent. The consent 
authority must grant 
consent unless the 
activity is likely to 
have adverse effects. 
The Council can also 
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c. The location, provision, use and screening of 
parking and access;  
d. The compliance of the residential unit with the 
Building Code as at the date of the consent;  
e. Health and safety provisions in relation to 
guests;  
f. Guest management and complaints procedures;  
g. The keeping of records of RVA use, and 
availability of records for Council inspection; 
and  
h. Monitoring requirements, including imposition 
of an annual monitoring charge.  




7.4.5A VA in the Visitor Accommodation Sub-Zone 
Discretion is restricted to:  
a. The location, nature and scale of activities;  
b. Parking and access;  
c. Landscaping;  
d. Noise generation and methods of mitigation;  
e. Hours of operation, including in respect of 
ancillary activities; and  





requires consent. The 
consent authority can 
exercise discretion in 
granting the consent 
and impose 
conditions, but only 
on matters it has 
restricted its 
discretion over in the 
District Plan. 
7.4.17 VA not otherwise identified  Non-Complying  A non-complying 
activity requires a 
resource consent. The 
applicant is subject to 
a higher threshold and 
greater degree of 
scrutiny in obtaining 
consent. 
(Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2019a: pg 5) 
(Environment Guide, 2018) 
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The activity rules outlined in Table 15 are intended to protect the amenity and character of the 
zone. The rules give effect to the scale of activity, to ensure Residential Visitor 
Accommodation activity does not take over neighbourhoods. The zoning rules also take into 
account the management of noise and rubbish to protect the amenity of neighbourhoods. The 
rules note the need for parking to ensure accessibility of neighbourhoods. Finally, the rules 
note a complaints procedure to enforce the protection of local residents values.   
 
Table 16. Zone Standards in the Lower Density Suburban Residential Zone 
RVA 8.5.17.1 Must not exceed a cumulative total of 90 nights occupation by paying guests 
on a site per 12 month period.  
8.5.17.2 Must not generate any vehicle movements by heavy vehicles, coaches or 
buses to and from the site.  
8.5.17.3 Must comply with the minimum parking requirements for a residential unit 
and/or residential flat (whichever is used for the Residential Visitor Accommodation 
activity) in Chapter 29 Transport.  
Homestay  8.5.18.1 Must not exceed 5 paying guests on a site per night  
8.5.18.2 Must comply with minimum parking requirements of standard 29.9.9 in 
Chapter 29 Transport.  
8.5.18.3 Must not generate any vehicle movements by heavy vehicles, coaches or 
buses to and from the site  
8.5.18.4 The Council must be notified in writing prior to the commencement of a 
Homestay activity  
8.5.18.5 Up to date records of the Homestay activity must be kept, including a record 
of the number of guests staying per night, and in a form that can be made available for 
inspection by the Council at 24 hours’ notice.  
(Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2019a: pg 5-8) 
The rules regarding permitted activity and standards in the Lower-Density Suburban 
Residential Zone (see Table 16) are important elements in terms of reducing the adverse effects 
of Airbnb in neighbourhoods. The rules regarding standards in this zone note heavy vehicle 
movements and parking requirements, to ensure the amenity is protected and the activity 
contributes as little disruption as possible. The rules also note a cumulative 90 nights limit to 
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the operation of Airbnb. Where the activity is intended to exceed 90 nights, a restricted 
discretionary level of consent is required, this anticipated to restrict Residential Visitor 
Accommodation activity from operating all year round. Furthermore, applicable in all zones, 
QLDC may request that records are made available to the Council for inspection, at 24 hours’ 
notice – in efforts to encourage the compliance of regulation.  
4.4.3.2. Proposed District Plan, Chapter 8 - Medium Density Residential  
Residential Visitor Accommodation is planned for in the Medium Density Suburban 
Residential Zone. 
Objective 8.2.11 Visitor accommodation, Residential Visitor Accommodation and homestays 
are enabled at locations, and at a scale, intensity and frequency, that maintain the residential 
character and amenity values of the zone. Character and amenity refer to the pleasantness and 
sense of place in a neighbourhood.  
Homestays and Residential Visitor Accommodation in Medium Density Residential Zone are 
subject to the same activity rules as 7.4.4, 7.5.5 and 7.4.17 in the Lower Density Suburban 
Residential Zone. Homestays and Residential Visitor Accommodation are also subject to the 
same standard rules as outlined above, in the Lower Density Suburban Residential Zone 
(QLDC, 2019a).  
Similar to the Lower-Density Suburban Residential Zone, Residential Visitor Accommodation 
is expected to likely to impact on neighbourhood amenity and character. Airbnb’s produce 
adverse impacts to neighbourhoods through issues such as noise, increased vehicle movement 
and infrastructure pressures, including parking. The rules applicable to both zones are intended 
to manage potential adverse impact.  
4.4.3.3. Proposed District Plan, Chapter 9 - High-Density Residential 
Residential Visitor Accommodation is also planned for in the High-Density Residential Zone. 
Objective 9.3.8 Objective – Visitor accommodation, Residential Visitor Accommodation and 
homestays are enabled in urban areas close to town centres to respond to strong projected 
growth in visitor numbers, whilst ensuring that adverse effects on residential amenity values 
and traffic safety are avoided, remedied or mitigated.  
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Table 17. RVA Activity Rules in the High Density Residential Zone 
9.4.4 RVA and Homestays Permitted 
Activity  
9.4.6 Visitor Accommodation including licensed premises within a visitor 
accommodation development  
Discretion is restricted to:  
a. The location, nature and scale of activities;  
b. Parking and access;  
c. Landscaping;  
d. Noise;  
e. Hours of operation, including in respect of ancillary activities; 
and  




(Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2019a: pg 2) 
The activity rules for the High-Density Residential Zone outlined in Table 17, are less 
restrictive than the aforementioned zones. Residential Visitor Accommodation is a permitted 
activity in this zone, while only homestays are permitted in the Lower-Density Suburban 
Residential and Medium Density Suburban Residential Zones. Consents in the High-Density 
Residential Zone are subject to less matters of discretion. The matters of discretion outlined for 
this zone are scale of activities, to preserve the residential character. Parking, access and noise 
are also noted to safeguard against tourist disruption to neighbourhoods.  
 
Table 18. Zone Standards in the High Density Residential Zone 
RVA 9.5.14.1 Must not exceed a cumulative total of 90 nights occupation by paying guests 
on a site per 12 month period.  
9.5.14.2 Must not generate any vehicle movements by heavy vehicles, coaches or buses 
to and from the site.  
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9.5.14.3 Must comply with the minimum parking requirements for a residential unit 
and/or residential flat (whichever is used for the Residential Visitor Accommodation 
activity) in Chapter 29 Transport.  
9.5.14.4 The Council must be notified in writing prior to the commencement of a 
Residential Visitor Accommodation Activity.  
9.5.14.5 Up to date records of the Residential Visitor Accommodation activity must be 
kept, including a record of the date and duration of guest stays and the number of guests 
staying per night, and in a form that can be made available for inspection by the 
Council at 24 hours’ notice.  
9.5.14.6 Smoke alarms must be provided in accordance with clause 5 of the Residential 
Tenancies (Smoke Alarms and Insulation) Regulations 2016.  
Homestay  9.5.5.1 Must not exceed 5 paying guests on a site per night.  
9.5.15.2 Must comply with minimum parking requirements of standard 29.9.9 in 
Chapter 29 Transport.  
9.5.15.3 Must not generate any vehicle movements by heavy vehicles, coaches or buses 
to and from the site.  
9.5.15.4 The Council must be notified in writing prior to the commencement of a 
Homestay activity.  
9.5.15.5 Up to date records of the Homestay activity must be kept, including a record 
of the number of guests staying per night, and in a  
(Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2019a: pg 3-4) 
The standards applicable in the High-Density Residential Zone (see Table 18) are similar to 
that in the Lower-Density Suburban Residential Zone. The operation of Residential Visitor 
Accommodation must not exceed 90 nights (without appropriate consent), generate heavy 
vehicle movement and the dwelling must supply an off street carpark to comply with minimum 
parking requirements. The vehicle movement and parking requirements are intended to 
maintain good access in neighbourhoods and reduce nuisance. The 90 night limit is intended 
to restrict Airbnb’s from operating all year round. Residential Visitor Accommodation in the 
High-Density Residential Zone does not require resource consent therefore operators must 
notify Council prior to listing the property on Airbnb and keep up to date records, to ensure 
Council has full transparency on the activity of the platform. Additionally, homestays must not 
exceed 5 paying guests on a site per night for health and safety safeguards.  
 78 
4.4.4. Tiered Consenting Standards  
The Council has implemented tiered consenting standards for RVA, in obtaining resource 
consent. These standards are summarised as follows;  
- Every Holiday Home located within the Lower Density Suburban Residential Zone or 
Medium Density Residential Zone purposed for RVA must obtain a resource consent;  
- 1 – 90 nights per year is a controlled activity  
- 91 – 180 nights per year is a restricted discretionary activity  
- More than 180 nights per year is a non-complying activity (consent can still be 
obtained in some circumstances)  
- Every Holiday Home located within the High-Density Residential Zone purposed for 
RVA;   
- 1 – 90 nights per year is a permitted activity  
- 90 + nights per year is a restricted discretionary level of consent  
- Homestays are a permitted activity in all zones, so long as they meet the necessary 
standards  
(Queenstown Lakes District Council, N.D). 
 
The tiered system of consents is intended to restrict the pure commercial operation of 
Residential Visitor Accommodation. The standards are intended to make Residential Visitor 
Accommodation in the Lower Density Suburban Residential and Medium Density Residential 
Zone more restrictive to protect these areas for primarily residential use. The High-Density 
Residential Zone standards are less restrictive as this zone is seen is close to the CBD and 
suitable for tourists. The tiered system is intended to be flexible and workable for families 
seeking to Airbnb their homes for periods of the year they are away from home, to make an 
additional income. The system intended to be more restrictive for investors seeking to purchase 
housing stock to rent on the short-term accommodation market. Homestays are seen to have 




Figure 5 below illustrates the rates increase percentage to which RVAs and Homestays are 
subject. Rates increases are determined by factors such as property location and type, fixed 
charges and capital value rates and the inclusion of the tourism promotion rate.  
 
Figure 5. Diagram Showing Rate Increases for Airbnb Hosts in Queenstown  
(QLDC, 2019c) 
• Homestays are subject to a rates increase of 25-35% regardless of the number of nights 
it is intended to be operating. This is identified as a mixed-use rate.  
• RVAs operating between 0-180 nights per year are subject to a 25-35% rates increase. 
This is identified as a mixed-use rate. 
• RVAs operating between 180-365 nights per year are subject to a 50-80% rate increase. 
This rates change is identified as an accommodation rate.  
• RVA consents allowing the operation of RVAs above 180 nights per year, also face a 
development contribution charge  
 
(Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2018a). 
(Queenstown Lakes District Council, N.D). 
Rate contributions will fund the cost of visitors across the district, including tourism promotion 
and investment into infrastructure. The development contribution policy is dependent on the 
use, location and size of the property. These factors will determine how much a property needs 
to contribute towards infrastructure costs. Infrastructure costs within the District include water, 
wastewater, roading and reserves, these need to be developed and preserved to sustain 
increasing tourist numbers.  
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4.5. Key Informant Commentary  
Key Informants were generally happy with the tiered system of consent QLDC has adopted. 
The logic behind the regime is to restrict the pure commercial operation of Airbnb’s through 
putting a maxim on the number of nights per year each can operate. The maxim is intended to 
stop investors purchasing housing stock to rent on the short-term accommodation market, as it 
takes away from the permanent housing supply. The system was intended to allow for 
Queenstown residents or holiday home owners to rent out their house, while on holiday or in 
peak seasons, for up to 90 nights per year. The 90-night maxim was acknowledged as a 
workable limit for casual operation of RVA, exceeding this limit is verging into commercial 
operation. Council identified 90 nights/3 months as a workable limit, as it allows locals to rent 
out their homes in peak periods, or while they are away on holiday for an additional income. 
Furthermore, the maxim of 180 nights is intended to stop/restrict international investors from 
purchasing housing stock for the commercial operation of holiday home short-term 
accommodation. Table 19 illustrates Key Informants support for the nightly limits.  
 
Table 19. Quotation Table: Queenstown’s Tiered System of Resource Consenting for RVA 
C1 
“If you are mum, dad and the kids and you want to split for a holiday and you 
want to rent out your place for 90 days or less 3/2 months, whatever it is, it fits 
into that model - that's fine. 90 days or above is like that's starting to become a 
business so you need to pay a contribution or recognise the fact it's a different 
way you register” 
A1 
“If you are a landlord living offshore you shouldn't be able to Airbnb three units 
and run an apartment block or anything like that because that is changing the 
culture of the neighbourhood. But yeah, mums and dads doing it in the 
neighbourhood. Yep. Yeah. I'm fine with” 
P1 
“For a lot of people that actually works quite well, in my opinion. It doesn’t 
work for the people who are buying these properties specifically for this 
purpose and using it very intensely, like a motel really. They are investors, they 
are buying up residential properties with the sole purpose of putting them into 
short term accommodation.” 
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Key Informant C1 notes the logic behind the tiered system of consent, noting the model is 
intended to suit the needs of residents wanting to make an additional income. The informant 
notes operation above this maxim, in starting to become a commercial activity and should 
therefore be subject to stricter regulation. Informants A1 and P1 support the tiered system to 
try restrict investors purchasing housing stock for the operation of Airbnb, as this intensifies 
the activity and can change the character of neighbourhoods in comparison to intermitted 
renting by local residents. While most Key Informants were happy with the tiered system, some 
acknowledged their concerns. Some Key Informants believed QLDC are not targeting the right 
issues, or not being restrictive enough.  
 
Table 20. Quotation Table: Key Informants Critique of RVA Regulation 
P1 
“What is the issue we're really trying to solve here? In my opinion, it is housing 
supply and Council is being... Council is a bit too... thinking this is the magic 
bullet, really, with housing supply, even though they knew it wasn't. They were 
placing a lot of emphasis on, this is what we're trying to do to fix it”   
C2 
“And how does the neighbourhood say, ‘Oh, it's okay for there to be 180 days 
of people that we don't know to floating around our neighbourhood, but not for 
the other 180 days,’ you know? I don't support that approach. Our council has 
decided that's the right way to go to try and limit those. I think it's a lot of 
problems if we're going to do that” 
 
Informants P1 and C2 do not believe QLDC are targeting the right issues with the tiered system 
of consent. P1 focuses on the issue of housing, believing the provisions will not help to 
safeguard housing stock and argues the provisions will not help solve all the adverse impacts 
associated with the platform. Informant C2 focuses on the issue of neighbourhood disruption, 
believing the associated impacts are still present despite whether the dwelling is operating for 
0 nights or 180 nights.  
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4.5.1. Standards  
All Key Informants agreed the standards are necessary and required for the operation of RVA. 
The rules indicate the standards the dwellings must comply with in order to obtain a resource 
consent. This includes, ensuring there are fire alarms and fire safeguards in the dwelling. Most 
Key Informants were pleased the provisions meant that Airbnb dwellings were held to some 
safety standard. Refer to Table 21 for Key Informant Commentary on health and safety 
standards.  
 
Table 21. Quotation Table: Key Informants Support for Health and Safety Standards 
C1 
“With the new regulations… to attain a resource consent people will need to 
bring their homes up to standard. So, smoke alarms etc.. The current regulations 
in terms of building codes are not enough.” 
P1 
“Adverse effects like noise, traffic, parking, then that’s sort of dealt with by the 
resource consent process as it is, and I think that’s working quite well. For 
example, there are some properties are on very steep driveways where it does 
ice in winter and there is safety issues, that kind of thing. And those properties 
aren’t going to get a resource consent so that’s fine.” 
 
Informant C1 notes the importance of these standards from a health and safety point of view, 
believing the standards were essential in bringing up dwellings to an appropriate standard for 
the use of Residential Visitor Accommodation. Informant P1 writes resource consents for 
clients intending to operate Residential Visitor Accommodation, the informant believed the 
standards were appropriate to dealing with adverse neighbourhood impacts and safety issues.  
However, Key Informant AP1 contended that the standards, as they are now, are not strict 
enough.  
“But also they should have to meet the same building standards, and fire evacuation 
schemes, and all the things like that, that we have to, to get a warranty of fitness each 
year. They should have to have a warranty fitness, to be able to do it as a commercial 
accommodation operator because that's basically what they are.” – AP1 
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The Key Informant comes from the accommodation industry and argued Airbnb should be held 
to the same health and safety regulations as other commercial accommodation providers. The 
informant regarded the standards as inadequate in dealing with health and safety concerns.  
4.5.2. Rates  
There was a general feeling among all Key Informants that Airbnb hosts should face increased 
rates, and the rating model shown above reflects this. Rates contributions are intended to be 
reinvested into Queenstown’s infrastructure to cope with increasing usage from tourists 
influxes and locals. Homestays are regarded as having a lesser impact on the community, as 
locals will be living in the dwelling regardless of Airbnb operations and therefore not impacting 
on housing stock. Therefore the mixed-use rate increase of 25-35% is seen to be appropriate 
(after 28 nights). Entire holiday home rental exceeding 181 nights is viewed as a commercial 
activity and is therefore subject to the same rates as traditional accommodation providers.   
 
Table 22. Quotation Table: Support for Rate Increases 
P1 
“People don't really have an issue with it because it's not that much money. I 
mean say your rates are four grand a year, and you get 80% increase, you pay 
another 4000 that when property performs well when you're earning $70 000 a 
year in a short-term, that's just the cost of doing business. So, people don't really 
have an issue with it.” 
A1 
“I mean it's like anything, there's no free money, right? You've got to pay your 
rates, you got to pay your way. And there is additional demand on the network, 
the ratepayers are paying for roads, water, sewerage.” 
 
Table 22 shows that Informants P1 and A1 are supportive of the rates system. Informant P1 
notes that people who obtain resource consent to operate RVA for more than 90 nights a year 
are operating a commercial activity. The informant believed this was a small price to pay in 
the grand scheme of the operation or Airbnb. Informant A1 agrees, noting those who are putting 
extra pressure on the infrastructure networks (through tourists staying at their homes) should 
be subject to contribute more toward the development of those neighbourhood necessities.  
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4.5.3. Provisions as a Deterrent to the Operation of Airbnb   
Some Key Informants indicated the new provisions would be a deterrent for people to operate 
their homes as an Airbnb. The provisions require all RVA's to register with Council and require 
a resource consent for Holiday Homes intended to be used for RVA above 90 nights. The 
resource consenting process can be costly and timely and therefore act as a barrier for people 
to rent out their home on a short-term basis as long-term renting appears easier and requires 
less administrative work. Refer to Table 23 for Key Informant comments on the regulation as 
a deterring factor for people to become Airbnb hosts.  
 
Table 23. Quotation Table: Regulation Acting as a Deterrent for People to become Airbnb 
Hosts 
HE1 
“For a lot of people that getting a resource consent and having to pay additional 
rates and all the other bits and pieces that go with doing this, I think, make them 
think, oh, not really worth it. And perhaps I'll just rent to people that I know, 
that are trusted to look after the house, occupancy. You can almost guarantee 
you'll get it for 100% occupancy.” 
HE2 
“Not only are they paying higher overheads, they're paying management fees, 
they're paying cleaning costs and the linen costs, and now they're going to have 
to pay sort of up to 10 or $15,000 in terms of getting the proper resource consent 
to rent their house on a short-term basis. So, I think what we're finding here is 
that there's a lot more long-term stock now than there was 12 months ago, and 
two years ago.” 
 
Housing experts HE1 and HE2 argued the provisions may be too restrictive and expensive for 
people to operate their home as an Airbnb. Both informants note that obtaining a resource 
consent is a timely and expensive process. Informant HE1 reasoned, people may be more 
inclined to rent their home on the long-term rental market and HE2 noted that there has been 
an increase in long-term housing stock in the past year. The resource consenting process acting 
as a deterrent for the operation of Airbnb is seen by HE1 and HE2 as positive in increasing the 
long-term rental supply stock for residents and workers.  
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4.5.4. Existing Use Rights  
Key Informant HE1 expressed their concern for RVA’s with already existing resource 
consents. The rules do not apply retrospectively. If a person holds a resource consent already, 
then they have the right to operate under that consent. Furthermore, if they have been operating 
as a permitted activity previously, under the old rules (which are still operative), then they can 
still operate as a permitted activity.  
“I don't think it'll have an effect of dropping, reducing the issue, but I don't think it will 
increase it.” – HE1 
The Key Informant believed this process undermines the new rules and it provided a loophole 
for people to operate regardless of the rules, as only new resource consents would be subject 
to the new rules. Airbnb’s can therefore still operate under the old rules and may continue to 
adversely impact neighbourhoods as they do not give effect to the new provisions. The 
informant did not support this existing use rights aspect of the provisions.  
4.5.5. Registration and Resource Consent Process  
Where relevant to them, Key Informants generally acknowledged the process of registering 
with Council to be simple and straight forward. Key Informant P1 drafts and submits resource 
consents for RVA clients in Queenstown. He notes that the consenting process is relatively 
easy and uniform, however, there are a few dwelling features that could hinder a consent being 
granted. 
“But it's when people are proposing it on sites with very steep driveways or they're in 
tight parking situations or poor visual sightlines, there's traffic safety issues, those are 
the kind of things which make it hard to get. Other than that, it's really not that hard to 
get a consent for short-term accommodation.” – P1 
Airbnb hosts differed on their experiences of registering with Council. Figure 6 presents Key 












Figure 6. Airbnb Host’s Comments on the Resource Consenting Process for RVA 
Airbnb host A1 had registered and found the process to be straight forward. Airbnb host A2 
found the process to be confusing and had not completed it, despite still operating as an Airbnb. 
Informant A2’s experience in registration efforts shows how easily operators can slip under the 
radar. Overall, the resource consenting process is subjective and dependant on the personal 
experience. From a planner perspective the process appears to be straightforward and workable, 
however the process may not be as simple for someone with limited understanding on planning 
processes and documents.   
4.5.6. Compliance and Enforcement Issues  
The QLDC currently has no provisions for enforcement of the new RVA rules. However, there 
are matters of discretion in place relating to the keeping of records. Council may request the 
records be made available to them for inspection at 24 hours’ notice. If a complaint is laid, and 
the host does not have the required information, they may be subject to fines.  
Key Informants expressed their concern around compliance issues, as Airbnb hosts can easily 
avoid registering with Council and operate under the radar. Some Key Informants believed 
there was little incentive for people to register with Council.  
“Because at the moment, it's the old thing of, if there's no penalty for not complying, 
why would you? When it's going to cost people a lot of money to get a resource consent 
and time and that kind of thing.” – P1 
Informant P1 notes that if people can easily operate without a resource consent and without 
penalty, people will do just that.  When booking an Airbnb, guests only receive the address of 
the house after they have paid and booked. Therefore, Council has no way of reconciling which 
Holidays Homes/Homestays have registered and which have not, as Airbnb does not share that 
“I just had to fill out a form online and a 
month or two later I got an email. I was 
about six weeks later probably I got an 
email back saying yep, that's fine.” – A1 
“I guess, just sort of not really knowing how 
it works and the process with the council. I 
get emails about it but yeah, I haven't done 
more than read an email.” - A2 
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information. Furthermore, it is difficult to distinguish the number of nights the dwelling is 
operating as an Airbnb. Each listing has a yearly calendar which blocks out dates where the 
Airbnb is booked. However, the listing could be on multiple holiday home platforms or dates 
could be blocked out for personal usage. The regulatory regime is reliant on hosts registering 
with Council, but they have no mechanisms in place to enforce this. The system is undermined 
if hosts do not comply with the provisions and the general feeling among Key Informants is 
that it is not uncommon. Refer to Table 24 for Key Informant comments on enforcement issues.  
Table 24. Quotation Table: Compliance Issues Associated with RVA 
 
Key Informant A2 discusses how they are aware of other operators not complying with the 
provisions and resource consenting process. The informant notes how their pairs have do so 
without issues, showing how easy it is to operate under the radar. Informant HE2 notes how 
there are people who will abuse the system and if they can get away with it, they will.  
A Council planner from the QLDC acknowledged the challenge with compliance and 
enforcement, as it is difficult to detect Airbnb’s operating under the radar, without complaint.  
“Monitoring is a massive challenge effectively. We don’t have the capacity to do the 
massive fines here you can fine people under the District Plan for breaching provisions 
or conditions in their consent but quite a lot like $200,000 - $300,000, but we get very 
few, it’s very rare cases where somebody’s been prosecuted to that extent, it doesn’t 
happen. The breach has to be significant, so we don’t have the capacity to do that.” – 
CP1 
The informant argues the Council does not have the capacity to grant heavy fines in compliance 
issues. The Council planner also noted QLDC was not seeking to make criminals out of 
A2 
“And it depends who you talk to, I think quite a few people are just flying under 
the radar at the moment…. my boyfriend comes in and he says well you know, 
so and so is doing this and so and so is doing this and they haven't had any 
problems” 
HE2 
“But, like I said, there's a lot of abusers out there that have used it to basically 
milk the market for all it's worth and generate way too much money and not 
pay their fair share in rates and fees” 
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operators who do not comply, but was hoping to create transparency in Airbnb operators and 
to keep the Council informed. However, some Key Informants believed that enforcement 
should be a priority and the costs would cover themselves (see Table 25).  
 
Table 25. Quotation Table: Enforcement Issues Associated with RVA 
 
Key Informant C2 and P1 noted that the cost of resource consenting, development 
contributions, rate increases and related fines for enforcement would cover the cost of an 
enforcement officer. Some informants believe the Council needs to take a stricter stance on 
enforcement. Enforcement provisions would secure royalties of enforcement penalties to 
sustain the regime.  Enforcement would also ensure operators are complying with the standards 
and rules implemented by QLDC intended to reduce adverse impact of Residential Visitor 
Accommodation.  
Overall, there seemed to be a positive response from Key Informants regarding the Residential 
Visitor Accommodation regulation implemented earlier this year. Majority of Key Informants 
were happy with majority of the provisions, however there appears to be at least one complaint 
directed at each provision. Some informants argued the regulation was not targeting the right 
issues and lacked compliance incentive, while others maintained that the regulation offers a 
step in the right direction through implementing health and safety standards and neighbourhood 
safeguards. Key Informant perspectives were diverse and often linked to their profession or 
personal interests.  
C2 
“Well, it's always another job that the council's got to do, and there'll be costs 
associated with that. Enforcement's a really expensive thing to do. It is usually 
self-paying, it's self-covering, zero-rated usually, because the fines and charges 
will cover the costs of enforcement normally.” 
P1 
“Council would make far more money by enforcing those people, making them 
apply for resource consents, because out of that they get a big, juicy, fat 
increase in rates, so up to 80% more rates, they're paying. And then if someone 
gets a resource consent, they also need to pay development contribution, which 
I've seen up to about seven, eight thousand dollars.” 
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4.6. International Comparison  
This section will compare Queenstown’s regulatory regime regarding Residential Visitor 
Accommodation, with international examples. The chosen case studies of New South Wales, 
Amsterdam and New York City all take a differing approach to regulation. Queenstown’s 
regime is based on the New South Wales’ model, thus the state was chosen as an appropriate 
comparative case study. Queenstown has a relatively flexible approach to regulation 
comparative to other cities who have attempted to crack-down on Airbnb, therefore Amsterdam 
and New York City were also chosen as case studies to compare stricter regulation to that of 
Queenstown.  
4.6.1. New South Wales (NSW), Australia  
Key Informant C1 advised that New South Wales provided the exemplary regulatory 
framework, which has influenced the development of Queenstown’s RVA provisions. NSW's 
proposed rules are currently under review and in the submissions process. Submissions on the 
rules end September 2019, meaning the rules are not currently operative (NSW Government, 
2019). NSW rules differ slightly to Queenstown’s.  
Like Queenstown’s rules, NSW rules permit Homestays to operate all year round. Homestays 
are not required to submit a development application to the Council. In regard to Holiday 
Homes, short-term holiday letting is allowed up to 180 days per year in the Greater Sydney 
region, while 181+ days are allowed in all other areas of NSW. Councils outside of the Greater 
Sydney region have the discretion to establish limits exceeding 181 days, but have no 
discretionary powers on letting of less than 181 days. There is no 90-day maxim for Residential 
Visitor Accommodation in NSW, as Queenstown introduced this threshold to suit the 
contextual needs of local residents and holiday homeowners. By-laws can prohibit short-term 
holiday letting altogether, not including Homestays (NSW Government, 2018).  
NSW has implemented a ‘Code of Conduct', to which guests and hosts are bound. The code of 
conduct follows a two-strike rule, whereby hosts or guests who commit two serious breaches 
to the conduct within two years, will be banned for five years and be listed on an exclusion 
register. The mandatory Code of Conduct is intended to address adverse impacts associated 
with short-term accommodation rentals including noise levels, disruptive guests and effects on 
neighbourhood amenities. The conduct follows a complaints system, whereby complainants 
and respondents can put forward their case to impartial adjudicators. Agencies and platforms 
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are required to check the exclusion register for all new customers. Failure to do so results in 
fines from $1.1 million for corporations and $220,000 for individuals. The code, its 
enforcement, the compliance system and registration are be funded by industry (NSW 
Government, 2018). The Code of Conduct binds hosts and guests to strict rules on appropriate 
behaviour and the Conduct is still subject to the submissions process. Queenstown does not 
have a scheme likened to the code of conduct for behavioural issues. Enforcement penalties for 
Residential Visitor Accommodation in New South Wales are uncertain at the time of writing, 
as the provisions are not in full effect.  
The New South Wales model has provided the framework for Queenstown’s tiered regulatory 
model. The logic behind the tiered system is to still allow the operations of Airbnb in the city, 
but implement some constraints and restrict the commercial operation of houses as full-time 
motels. Duncan and Christensen (2018) argue New South Wales’ regulation of Airbnb, strikes 
a good balance of positive and negative impacts. The regime allows a host to utilise their 
property within reason, while also addressing neighbourhood nuisance and complain through 
the Code of Conduct (Duncan and Christensen, 2018). Queenstown has not implemented a 
Code of Conduct, which could help to incentivise compliance and enforcement.   
4.6.2. Amsterdam, The Netherlands  
Amsterdam has stricter regulations than NSW and Queenstown. Amsterdam's rules regarding 
Airbnb came into legal effect as of January 1 2019 (Airbnb, N.Da). Amsterdam refers to 
Holiday Homes as Holiday Rentals. The maximum number of nights a Holiday Rental can 
operate annually is 30 nights. Previously, the maxim was 60 nights per year, but this has 
decreased as of 2019 in attempts to crack down on short-term letting (City of Amsterdam, 
N.D). Every time the property is rented out, it must be reported to the City of Amsterdam. The 
main resident of the dwelling can rent out the property but must have permission from the 
Landlord. A tourist tax is also applied to each booking. This is administrated through Airbnb 
and distributed back to the City of Amsterdam (Airbnb, N.Da). Homestays are not affected by 
these rules.  
Holiday Rental listings in Amsterdam must meet appropriate fire and safety standards (City of 
Amsterdam, N.D). It is uncertain what these standards are, as they are not accessible in online 
documentation. Furthermore, there is a lack of academic commentary regarding evaluations of 
the regulation. Therefore, it is uncertain if these standards are strictly enforced or if 
enforcement is left to the discretion of the local authority.   
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The City of Amsterdam states it carries out strict checks on holiday rentals, to ensure 
compliance with the regulations. The penalty for misconduct include fines from €6,000 (City 
of Amsterdam, N.D). Furthermore, there are outlets on the City of Amsterdam websites that 
allow you to report the operation of an illegal short-term rental. 
Amsterdam has a much stricter regulation than Queenstown in regard to short-term rental 
accommodation. Amsterdam’s strict stance on Airbnb and other related platforms is seeking to 
restrict the operation of Holiday Homes. Homestays are not affected by the strict regulation, 
therefore it can be assumed the city is attempting to preserve housing stock with these 
provisions. The 30 day limit, combined with heavy fines and enforces a strict stance on the 
operation of Airbnb, and induces a deterrent for people to operate legally. Interian (2016) 
argues the regulation adopted in Amsterdam is not intended to collect taxes or eliminate Airbnb 
from the city. The purpose of the regulation is to ensure short-term rentals are moderate in 
length and to minimize any negative externalities (Interian, 2016).  
4.6.3. New York City, USA  
New York City regulations also differ from those discussed above. NYC has taken a restrictive 
approach, that contrasts to Amsterdam’s maxim approach. Rental of an entire dwelling to 
guests for under 30 days is illegal in NYC. There are instances where RVA rental is allowed 
below 30 days, if the listing is a homestay or if there are up to two paying guests staying in the 
household at the same time. However, each guest must have access to every room and every 
exit in the dwelling (NYC Office of Special Enforcement, N.D). NYC established an 
administrative code to ensure all property owners are held to a safety standard. Every dwelling 
intended to be utilised as RVA must ensure the property is compliant with the code at all times 
(NYC Office of Special Enforcement, N.D). 
NYC also has strict enforcement regulations. NYC advertises and encourages neighbours, 
locals and tourists to lay a complaint with the local authority if they suspect a dwelling is 
operating short-term rental illegally. Laying a complaint is possible by calling the advertised 
number or submitting a complaint online. Complaints can be made anonymously and 
complainants can track the status of their complaint (NYC Office of Special Enforcement, 
N.D).  Key Informant P1 noted the enforcement regime in New York stating;  
"In New York City, on the subway you see... you can see photos, like adverts, saying, 
‘Is your neighbour using their property as an illegal hotel?’ Contact this number to 
report them." – P1 
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Landlords are subject to heavy fines if the property is operating below the 30-day minimum 
stay or if the dwelling does not meet the administrative code. Furthermore, property owners 
are to be fined for any violation of short-term rentals at their property, even if the activity is 
conducted by tenants (NYC Office of Special Enforcement, N.D). However, Wegmann and 
Jiao (2017) argue that in New York compliance with existing regulations on urban vacation 
rentals is extremely low.  
New York City has again, taken a stricter regulatory approach to Airbnb. New York’s approach 
is attempting to make Airbnb an unattainable option for tourists and hosts, because an average 
tourist is unlikely to stay in a city for more than 30 days. Like the aforementioned cities, New 
York also takes a more flexible approach toward homestays. The regime is beneficial in terms 
of safeguarding housing stock and also protecting neighbourhood nuisances, as many people 
in the city reside in apartment blocks (Interian, 2016). 
4.7. Concluding Remarks  
This section of the results has explored the relevant provisions Airbnb is bound to in the 
Queenstown District Plan. The plan provisions illustrate the current regulatory framework for 
Airbnb, in the Queenstown context. The majority of Key Informants were in favour of the 
provisions, however, there are a few concerns from key stakeholders believing Council are not 
targeting the right issues. Furthermore, many Key Informants acknowledge concerns around 
compliance and enforcement of the provisions, as without these provisions the system could 
be undermined. Furthermore, in comparison to other cities globally, Queenstown’s provisions 
can be seen to be relatively flexible, as cities such as New York and Amsterdam have adopted 
more restrictive approaches. Provisions in Queenstown and New South Wales differ by Zone 
and intended use of the activity (annual nightly operation), thus restricting operation in some 
areas while also allowing Airbnb’s in appropriate areas. New South Wales, Amsterdam and 
New York have all implemented enforcement provisions and penalties to ensure compliance 
with the regulations. Queenstown has not adopted a similar scheme in terms of enforcement, 
perhaps weakening the legitimacy of provisions. However, it must be acknowledged the impact 
of Airbnb differs per scale and context in a given location. What works for one city cannot be 






This section of the results chapter will focus on research question two:  
 
What are possible regulatory and non-regulatory approaches local governments could adopt 
to reduce the negative impacts of Airbnb?  
 
During Interviews, Key Informants were asked to provide suggestions on methods of 
regulation and management strategies, to help alleviate the adverse impacts of Airbnb in 
Queenstown. Key Informants came from an array of professions and therefore had varying 
perspectives and interests in regulating Airbnb. The following section will explore these 
possibilities suggested by Key Informants, while considering the costs and benefits and an 
international comparison of proposed strategies.    
The first part of this results section will explore possible regulatory methods QLDC could adopt 
to help manage adverse impacts. Part two of this results section will explore non-regulatory 
methods.  
4.8. Regulatory Methods 
This section will explore possible regulatory methods to help manage adverse impact 
associated with Airbnb in Queenstown. Possible regulatory methods include a Visitor Levy, 
airport tax, an exponential rate increase and/or a complete ban on the platform 
4.8.1. Visitor Levy  
Option one considers a Visitor Levy to be implemented in the District. Table 26 discusses the 
logistics of a Visitor Levy, the associated advantages and disadvantages and offers an example 








Table 26. Consideration of Implementing a Visitor Levy to the Queenstown Lakes District 
Option One: 
Implementing a Visitor Levy to the Queenstown Lakes District 
Description 
The Visitor Levy (commonly referred to as bed or visitor tax) is an option currently being 
considered by the local authority and central government for the Queenstown Lakes District. 
The proposed Visitor Levy would impose a 5 percent tax on all short-term accommodation 
providers in the District, including Airbnb providers. The Visitor Levy is expected to raise 
approximately 25 million annually, to be invested in infrastructure. The expenditure is 
expected to alleviate pressure on the ratepayer dollar. There are currently 24,000 ratepayers 
trying to sustain two million tourists visiting the region per year. The levy is expected to be 
administrated through Central Government and distributed back to QLDC (QLDC, 2019b).  
Advantages  
• Profits from taxes will be invested back 
into infrastructure  
• It will alleviate the cost of Infrastructure 
development from the ratepayer  
• The tax is a small amount (5%) that will 
largely go unnoticed by those taxed 
• It is easy to administer as the scheme is 
targeting tourists directly  
• It applies across all accommodation 
providers, including Airbnb  
Disadvantages  
• Possible deterrent for tourists coming to 
Queenstown  
• Not going to capture tourists staying 
outside of the accommodation industry 
(people staying with friends or freedom 
campers) 
• Impact on Lower end accommodation 
providers as their prices increase  
 
International Comparison 
The Bettensteuer (bed tax) is a term used for accommodation tax in Germany. The bed tax 
varies in cost dependant on the type of accommodation, room rate and location. For example, 
in Berlin the bed tax amounts to five percent of the room rate and is capped at 21 consecutive 
days. However, business travellers are exempt from the tax. In contrast, Munich does not 
implement a tourist tax. The tax rate varies by municipality ranging from 0.15 euro to 2.18 
euro, per person per night (Gróf, 2019).  
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Option one represents the most likely option currently being considered by QLDC and central 
government, as outlined in Table 26. Queenstown had a non-binding referendum in mid-2019 
for the Visitor Levy. There was a 41.45% return on the referendum with 81.37% voting in 
favour of the proposed Visitor Levy (QLDC, 2019b). The results from the referendum show 
that majority of ratepayers who voted are in support of the proposed tax. Key Informants were 
also found to be generally in favour of the tax.  
“I just think it's a brilliant idea. We have this issue, this really serious issue with 
infrastructure costs and the number of tourists coming into town every day and just the 
rate payers paying for everything. So to me it makes sense.” – HE1 
“I'm pretty pro it. I mean, most cities in the world have this, I don't know why it's such 
a big drama. Anytime I'm booking on Airbnb or whatever, you pay the bed, city tax.. 
and it's not that much.” – P1 
Key Informants HE1 and P1 both acknowledge their support for the levy. HE1 notes the need 
for some scheme to aid infrastructure pressures, while P1 notes that it is not uncommon for 
cities to have such a scheme. Contention arises among the lower-end accommodation providers 
as Key Informant AP1 suggests it will have a negative impact on their business. The Informant 
expects the levy to drive up the price of lower-end accommodation providers, while their 
business model relies on offering cheap accommodation options.  Refer to Table 27 for Key 
Informants opposing responses to the Visitor Levy.  
 
Table 27. Quotation Table: Opposing Opinions on the Proposed Visitor Levy 
For Visitor Levy Against Visitor Levy 
 “My fundamental issue with them is they 
think it's a tax on them but it's not it's a tax 
on the person that's staying….. the good 
operators get it they understand it's in the 
interests of all and they go sweet we will lift 
our game and provide extra give a service 
whatever it is” – C1 
 
 “Because they're at the lower end of the 
market. Like your hostel beds like 30 bucks 
a night and if that's an extra $3 on top of that, 
for a more budget conscious backpacker, it 
does sort of make more of a difference than 
a $700 a night luxury residence.” – P1 
“Especially in the budget accommodation, 
it's pretty thin margins, and wages going up 
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“I think the hoteliers have a weak argument. 
I don't think it's going to change people's 
perspective on coming to Queenstown, five 
bucks, 10 bucks a night extra…. Everywhere 
you travel over the world you often pay a bed 
tax. You just accept it.” – HE1 
as well. There's a lot of cost pressures, and 
this is going to be a cost for the business. 
They keep saying, no it will be a cost to the 
guest, it's like well at least it's not going to be 
passed on that way. Backpackers do change 
their minds over one or $2” – AP1 
 
Table 27 illustrates the opposing sides to the Visitor Levy. Key Informant AP1 and P1 note the 
impact the levy could have on accommodation provides, noting a small increase in cost will 
make a difference for the low-budget traveller. In contrast, Key Informant HE1 does not believe 
it will have a massive detrimental cost to accommodation providers and C1 believes it is 
necessary cost on the tourist (not the business) for the greater good.  
The Visitor Levy is intended to somewhat relieve the cost of infrastructure development from 
the ratepayer to the tourist. Many Key Informants were in favour of the levy as they believed 
it is necessary in order to be able to afford high quality infrastructure and cope with tourist use 
of the infrastructure. The main disadvantages to the levy are that it will not capture people 
staying outside of traditional accommodation providers and that it may impact budget 
accommodation providers.  Lower-end accommodation providers were found to be an 
opposing group to the levy as it would increase their prices which Key Informant AP1 contends 
will impact business.   
4.8.2. Airport Tax 
Option two considers an Airport Tax to be implemented in the District. Table 28 discusses the 
logistics of an airport tax, the associated advantages and disadvantages and offers an example 










Please refer to the next page for Table 28 
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Table 28. Consideration of Implementing an Airport Tax to the Queenstown Lakes District 
Option Two: 
Implementing an Airport Tax to the Queenstown Lakes District 
Description 
An airport tax is a tax levied on travellers passing through an airport. The tax is typically 
included in the price of the airline ticket, although can also be implemented through payment 
at the airport prior to flight departure. Funds deriving from the levy may be used to fund 
development of airport infrastructure or reinvested into tourism infrastructure in the host 
city.   
Advantages  
• Profits from taxes to be invested back 
into infrastructure  
• The scheme is targeting tourists 
directly  
• Alleviate the cost of Infrastructure 
development from the ratepayer  
• Tax is a small amount that will largely 
go unnoticed    
Disadvantages  
• Possible deterrent for tourists coming to 
Queenstown  
• Harder to administer – will it be 
international and domestic tourists?  
• Would locals be subject to the same tax? – 
controversial  
• Will exclude a large proportion of 
travellers, who do not fly into Queenstown. 
For example, Freedom Campers, Cruise 
Ships and people travelling by car 
• International departures are limited to 
Australia  
International Comparison 
Travellers departing Changi airport in Singapore are subject to departure charges. As of April 
2019, the total tax applicable to departing passengers is S$49.80. The departure tax includes 
a passenger service and security fee (PSSF, aviation levy and airport development levy. A 
smaller levy applies to passengers in transit at Changi airport. Profits from the levy will be 
used to fund the Changi East development project, in collaboration with the Singapore 
government. Furthermore, the PSSF will be increased annually by S$2.50 over the next five 
years, until April 2024 (Changi Airport Group, 2019).  
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An Airport Tax is another option put forward by Key Informants. The table above considers 
the implementation of the tax, the advantages and disadvantages and an example of an Airport 
Tax in action in Changi airport, Singapore. Changi airport has implemented the tax intending 
to provide funding for development of the airport. Option two seeks to utilise funds for 
investment back into the Queenstown community, specifically into infrastructure development.  
There was less discussion among Key Informants about the implementation of an airport tax, 
compared to the Visitor Levy. Informant P1 considers a bed tax to be a better option than a bed 
tax stating,   
“And I think it's better to be a bed tax than an Airport Tax because then the Airport 
Tax hits locals as well.” – P1 
The Key Informant notes local residents may be subject to the Airport Tax if implemented, 
which weakens the intention to implement a tax on tourists. In contrast, Key Informant HE2 
saw the Airport Tax as another attractive option as a means of investing money back into the 
Queenstown community.  
“I feel like the Airport Tax was a good idea. Obviously, anybody that lives here is 
exempt, but people who are just flying in for holiday, an extra 15 bucks on top of their 
airfare is something that wouldn't necessarily be too impactful from a tourist point of 
view, but it would still be income that would be being pumped into the airport and the 
local community, as well. So, I figured that that would be a fairly suitable approach. – 
HE2 
Informant HE2 views the Airport Tax as a suitable option that local residents can be exempt 
from, to ensure the cost is directly applied to tourists. Administration of this approach may find 
it difficult to decipher local residents, holiday home owners and tourists. An Airport Tax is a 
viable option for Queenstown, as it is not uncommon for tourist destinations to implement such 
a levy. The main disadvantage to the tax is that it is harder to administer than a bed tax. Would 
local residents be subject to the same tax? How will it be administered?  Would the tax include 
domestic and international travellers? How do you capture international travellers when a large 
majority would be flying into Auckland international airport? There are many queries 
associated with the Airport Tax which reduces the appeal of the option compared to the Visitor 
Levy.  
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4.8.3. Exponential Rates Increase  
Option three considers the possibility of an exponential rate increase for all Airbnb hosts. Table 
29 discusses the logistics of the annual rate increase and the associated advantages and 
disadvantages.  
Table 29. Consideration of an Exponential Rates Increase for all Airbnb Operators 
Option Three 
Exponential rates increase for all Airbnb operators 
Description 
Under the provisions for Residential Visitor Accommodation, QLDC has already implemented a rate 
increase for airbnb hosts. This option seeks to continue to increase these rates annually. An increase 
in rates for Airbnb operators may deter them from listing their property under short-term letting as it 
becomes unaffordable and more hassle. The rate increase seeks to make Airbnb an unattractive option 
for people and may encourage them to rent their home on the long-term market instead, thus reducing 
the scale and impact of Airbnb. 
Advantages  
• Less Airbnb’s on the market – reducing 
pressures on housing  
• Reduction of adverse impacts that Airbnb 
generates  
• Council to reap the royalties of high rates  
• Deterrent for people to operate their home as 
an Airbnb, as it becomes easier and cheaper 
to rent on the long-term market  
Disadvantages  
• Marginalising the market - only people who 
can afford the rates increase will operate  
• Possible deterrent for tourism as Airbnb 
becomes less available  
• Prices of Airbnb’s likely to increase to reflect 
rates increase, making the accommodation 
option unaffordable lower-end tourists  
• May drive out Airbnb altogether  
International Comparison 
It is difficult to compare the option of a rate increase in an international context, as each city has their 
own variations as to what New Zealand understands as property rates. Other cities impose higher 
taxation rates, but these taxes are at the cost of the tourist not the host, while the rate increase is at 
the cost of the operator.  
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Key Informant P1 suggested option three that no other Key Informant mentioned. Key 
Informant P1 argued QLDC should liberalise all rules surrounding Airbnb but implement a 
heavy annual rate increase for hosts operating residential short-term accommodation.  
“Another way I thought that this problem could be tackled is sort of, is taking a more 
liberal approach, liberalize short-term accommodation that kill them in the rates, 600% 
increase, something like that. It's like, well you can do short-term, but it's going to cost 
you and council's taking a big cut out of it… It’s a user pay system really.” – P1 
The logic behind this argument is that Airbnb will become an unattractive option for many 
people as it becomes unaffordable and more inconvenient. Homeowners may be more inclined 
to list their homes on the long-term rental market instead, as it may become more profitable. 
The disadvantages to this option are that only wealthier homeowners can afford a rates increase 
and the prices of Airbnb are likely to increase to reflect the extra cost to hosts. This may drive 
out Airbnb from Queenstown, or make Queenstown an unattractive tourism destination. It is 
difficult to compare option three to a similar situation globally, as each city has their own 
system of property rates and infrastructure development. However, other cities have 
implemented heavy tax rates to Airbnb, but this is imposed on the tourist not the host, so this 
option may be the first of its kind.  
4.8.4. Banning Airbnb  
Option four considers the option of implementing a ban on Residential Visitor Accommodation 
in the District. Table 30 discusses the rationale of banning Airbnb, the associated advantages 








Please refer to the next page for Table 30 
 101 
Table 30. Banning Airbnb in the Queenstown Lakes District, or New Zealand Entirely 
Option Four 
Banning Airbnb in the Queenstown Lakes District, or New Zealand entirely 
Description 
The option of Banning Airbnb in a given city is attempting to diminish the adverse impacts 
associated to the operation of the platform. Option three could be implemented through 
banning Airbnb as a platform itself, banning certain kinds of Airbnb’s or banning all short-
term Residential Visitor Accommodation.  
Advantages  
• Reduce all adverse impacts that Airbnb 
generates – most significantly pressures 
on the housing market  
• Would stop using Council resources to 
regulate and enforce the platform  
• Current operators will lose an income 
they rely on for mortgages etc…  
 
Disadvantages  
• Lose all the wonderful benefits Airbnb 
generates 
• People are expected to still do it and 
operate illegally  
• Deter some tourism in Queenstown – 
people like Airbnb’s as an 
accommodation option  
• Hotels will dominant the market again – 
going backwards in terms of diversifying 
industry  
International Comparison 
Palma de Mallorca is a city in Spain which has implemented partial bans on residential 
accommodation. The Palma City Council has prohibited the use of Airbnb and short-term 
accommodation in residential apartment blocks. However, Palma still allows the short-term 
rental of single-family dwellings, with certain reservations (González-Pérez, 2019). The ban 
on the short-term letting of residential apartments (without exception), is one of the strictest 





Banning Airbnb was another option considered by Key Informants, but there was lack of 
support for this route. Table 31 below shows both Council Key Informants maintained that 
banning Airbnb would not work. Informant C1 notes this could potentially drive an 
underground market where people would operate illegally (refer to Table 31).  
 
Table 31. Quotation Table: Responses to Banning Airbnb in Queenstown  
C2 
“Some people say you go about that by banning visitor accommodation, but I 
don't think that's the right way to go.” 
C1 
“Because if you ban anything it just drives it into the hands of really nasty 
bastards, you ban a book and it's the best thing ever and everyone wants it so 
why would you. Say banning Airbnb would be like banning the motor vehicle at 
the turn of the Century, it's coming get over it.” 
 
The option of banning Airbnb would obviously reduce all the negative impacts associated to 
the platform, but it would also diminish all the positive aspects that Airbnb brings, such as the 
profit it contributes to locals and the tourism industry. Palma de Mallorca offers an example of 
a city that has implanted partial bans. While many cities implement strict regulation and partial 
bans, it was difficult to find a city with a complete ban on Airbnb or residential short-term 
accommodation. Key Informants did not favour banning Airbnb, while most did not even 
consider this to be a plausible option.  
4.9. Non-Regulatory Methods 
This section will explore possible non-regulatory methods to help manage adverse impact 
associated with Airbnb in Queenstown. Possible non-regulatory methods include the 
development of a worker’s village and greater collaboration with Airbnb.  
4.9.1. Workers Village Development  
 
Option five considers the non-regulatory management strategy of building a worker’s village 
in the Queenstown Lakes District. Table 32 discusses the logic behind the option, the associated 
advantages and disadvantages and an example of a similar concept in Abu Dhabi.  
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Table 32. Consideration of a Staff Accommodation Development in Queenstown 
Option Five 
Staff accommodation development in Queenstown 
Description 
Staff accommodation could take form via a worker’s village, or apartment development. The 
development of long-term housing purposed solely for tourism industry workers, would help 
alleviate pressures permeant housing stock. The development may also be an incentive for 
workers to come to Queenstown for work, as accommodation is more affordable and accessible 
Advantages  
• Reduces pressure on housing, while 
improving the availability of long-term 
accommodation for industry staff 
• May contribute to businesses ability to 
retain staff  
• Village expected to offer an affordable 
option for workers  
• Industry workers are often foreign in 
Queenstown – the village would stimulate 
interaction and relationships between 
people   
Disadvantages  
• Who would fund the development of the 
village?  
• Lack of land available for the 
development. The development would 
need to be located close to CBD or public 
transport routes.  
• Could potentially segregate industry 
workers from the community   
International Comparison 
A housing project known as ‘Workers Village’ is a staff accommodation compound in Abu 
Dhabi. The village is large-scale with a total capacity of 25,000 and comprised of 43 apartment 
style blocks. The development is utilised by companies and organisations, including Etihad 
Airways and Novotel, for staff accommodation across a diverse range of industries. There are a 
range of accommodation types for workers with single or shared rooms. The workers village 
also provides a range of facilities, such as a shopping centre, hospital and sports complex, 
intended to create a sustainable community. The village is in collaboration with ZonesCorp 
Management and the Abu Dhabi government (Workers Village, 2019).  
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One of the key challenges of Airbnb in Queenstown is the impact on housing affordability and 
availability, meanwhile local businesses are also found to struggle in retaining staff, as outlined 
in section 1 of the results chapter. Option five considers the development of a workers village, 
to help provide affordable housing to Queenstown’s workforce. The workers village may 
provide exclusively for staff working in the tourism industry, or provide for a range of 
industries. Table 33 presents Key Informants HE2 and R1 discussing the idea of a workers 
village.  
 
Table 33. Quotation Table: Responses to the Development of a Workers Village in Queenstown 
HE2 
“Somebody needs to build a workers village. A series of one or two bedroom 
apartments, doesn't need to be big.” 
R1 
“We’re only going to need more staff….Every employee is going to be ruined 
with too many hours and things, as they can’t find staff to be covering. I think 
they really need to invest in some form of staff accommodation to help it. Even 
if it was just like a halls basically. Like that’s all they need. A big lot of 
backpackers.  A whole lot of people and you could have shared rooms if you 
want or single rooms if you want.” 
 
Key Informant HE2 considers a workers village, while informant R1 considers a staff halls of 
residence-like development. The disadvantages to this option are the logistics, the development 
would require funding, either through QLDC, a private investor or a joint development scheme. 
From a social perspective, this option may establish an interactive environment for like-minded 
people to live and socialise, though could also segregate the workforce from the rest of the 
community. The ‘Workers Village’ in Abu Dhabi provides an exemplar of a staff 
accommodation development. The complex offers a variety of facilities and accommodation 
options for companies to house their staff. The development is also in collaboration with the 
Abu Dhabi government and private sector.  
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4.9.2. Collaboration with Airbnb  
Key Informants also expressed their desire for there to be more collaboration and transparency 
between Airbnb and local council. This option is not considered as a formal management 
strategy but should be considered as a method to help alleviate some of the pressures associated 
to Airbnb. Four key Informants noted the importance of collaboration and information sharing 
between QLDC and Airbnb, as outlined on Table 34 below.  
 
Table 34. Quotation Table: Collaboration with Airbnb 
C2 
“I think that they need to engage, and they're very hard to engage with. Really, 
really difficult to engage with, and I don't think that's good enough. I think they 
should actually give us all the details of who's renting and when. It's too much 
impact on towns. So I think Airbnb has got a part to play in this, and I don't think 
they've been as forthcoming or as helpful as they could be.”  
HE1 
“And I think it has an obligation to share their information. If you're in legitimate 
business, which they are, then start behaving and playing with the ... You don't 
want to come to a town and destroy it by making it so difficult for actual permanent 
residents to find places to live. So they have an obligation I think.”  
CP1 
“I think that Airbnb are starting to come a bit more to have an open discussion as 
to how they can help us monitor things and enforce the rules, because I don’t think 
they want their hosts to be doing things incorrectly. I think there’s always 
opportunities to work better possibly with organisations, especially these peer-to-
peer tech based companies.”  
AP1 
“If those companies had to share their earnings, for every registered owner, with 
the taxation office, then there would be far less people slipping under the radar.”  
 
Key Informants note that there is currently a lack of meaningful interaction between Airbnb 
and QLDC. Informant C2 notes the difficulty in engaging with Airbnb, while CP1 notes they 
platform slowly starting to become more cooperative as they do not want strict rules to push 
them out of a city. HE1 maintains it is Airbnb’s corporate responsibility to share information 
with Council to ensure host communities reap as little adverse impact as possible. Informant 
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AP1 believes if Airbnb was more cooperative in information sharing, this would reduce the 
illegal operation of Airbnb as people would not be able to slip under the radar.  
4.10. Results Conclusion  
The results produced by this thesis research highlight the dynamic situation and key benefits 
and adverse impacts associated with Airbnb in Queenstown. The main benefits Airbnb 
generates in the Queenstown context are the profitable opportunity it provides for local 
residents, while diversifying the market and expanding the tourism industry. The main adverse 
impact associated with Airbnb is the pressure it puts on housing affordability and availability. 
Airbnb utilises housing for short-term rental accommodation, thus taking housing away from 
the long-term rental market. Furthermore, neighbourhood nuisance is regarded as another 
minor adverse impact associated with Airbnb in Queenstown. These adverse impacts highlight 
the need for regulation by local authority management as the high cost of housing and living 
in Queenstown makes it an unaffordable place to live for many. 
The local authority implemented rules in March 2019 to reduce some of the adverse impacts 
associated to Airbnb. Key Informants perceived that the community was in support of the 
provisions introduced as they believed the platform required management. Key Informants 
generally agreed with the regulation however some Informants argued that the provisions were 
not targeting the right issues. For example, housing was identified as one of the main issues 
associated with Airbnb, however there are no provisions directly targeting the safeguarding of 
the housing stock. Another issue highlighted in section 2 of the results is the lack of 
enforcement and compliance provisions. Internationally, where countries have implemented 
regulation targeting Residential Visitor Accommodation they have implemented 
complementary enforcement provisions to secure the legitimacy and compliance of regulation. 
The lack of enforcement provisions reduces the validity of the scheme in Queenstown if people 
can easily operate regardless of the rules.   
Section 3 explored the management strategies suggested by Key Informants, in attempts to 
reduce the adverse impacts of Airbnb in Queenstown. Two suggestions were financial 
contributions through a bed and/or airport tax, aiming to address infrastructure pressures. These 
suggestions are not wholly related to Airbnb, as existing infrastructure requires development 
to cope with tourist numbers. Option three focuses on a rate increase to make Airbnb an 
unattractive and unaffordable option for hosts. This logic may make people more likely to list 
their homes on the long term rental market if short-term rental is seen as complex and costly. 
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Option four considers banning Airbnb in the District, however there is not a lot of support from 
Key Informants for this option as the proposed regulation would reduce all the beneficial 
impacts associated with Airbnb. Option five directly targets housing issues through the 
development of a workers’ village to provide affordable housing to the city’s workforce. While 
this option directly targets the primary issues associated with Airbnb, it may not be seen as a 
feasible option due to lack of land and investment interest.  
The next chapter of this thesis will further analyse the results and compare the results found in 
Queenstown to international case studies. The chapter will thus explore and compare 
Queenstown’s situation in a global context. The discussion chapter will also situate adverse 
impacts against current and possible future regulation to assess suitability and effectiveness of 







5.1. Introduction  
This chapter will provide an analysis of results, as discussed in the previous chapter. The results 
will be reviewed in relation to the literature review outlined in chapter 2 of this thesis. 
Analysing the results against academic literature will illustrate the similarities and differences 
between the impact of Airbnb in Queenstown and cities globally. This chapter will be divided 
into the key themes deriving from both results and literature. First, the benefits of Airbnb will 
be discussed, with acknowledgement of any current relevant regulation or possible regulation 
that could restrict these positive impacts. Next, the chapter will discuss the adverse impacts 
associated with Airbnb. This section will analyse how the adverse impact is addressed through 
Queenstown's current regulation while looking to suggested future regulatory and non-
regulatory regimes to help manage these negative externalities. Finally, the chapter will assess 
future regulation currently under review by QLDC, including the proposed Visitor Levy and, 
issues around enforcement and compliance of regulation.   
5.2. Benefits of Airbnb in Queenstown  
5.2.1. Profitable opportunity for local homeowners  
The results indicated that Airbnb hosts and Key Informants both agreed that Airbnb introduced 
a new opportunity for local homeowners to earn an additional income. Airbnb is part of the 
sharing economy, mobilising consumer-to-consumer platforms and allowing people to sublet 
their underutilised assets (Oskam and Boswijk, 2016). Wegmann and Jiao (2017) and Gurrnan 
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and Phibbs (2017) discuss how the additional income earned through Airbnb assists people in 
affording the increasing costs of living and housing in many neighbourhoods. This is seen to 
be true in Queenstown, as the cost of housing is the highest in the country (QLDC, 2017a). 
Results indicated that Queenstown is currently facing housing affordability and availability 
issues (discussed later in section 5.3.1 of this chapter) making the city an increasingly 
unaffordable place to live. Key Informants discussed how additional income from Airbnb can 
help people to afford their rents and mortgages. Airbnb Hosts A1 and A2 both indicated how 
beneficial they found Airbnb to be for them. Host A1 noted the income allowed her to quit her 
full-time job, while A2 noted how the weekly income was more profitable than letting to a 
long-term tenant.  
In 2018, QLDC reported the average annual income for Airbnb hosts was $19,886 (QLDC, 
2017a) while Airbnb advertises the average monthly earnings for Airbnb hosts in Queenstown 
at $4, 911 (Airbnb, 2019b).  Both sources argue Airbnb income in Queenstown is the highest 
in the country. While these figures don’t agree, both sources indicate there is a significant 
potential earning for Airbnb hosts in Queenstown. Income would be dependent on distinctive 
features of the listing including the nightly rate, quality of listing, host and unit rating and the 
amount of time the listing is rented out annually. The financial opportunity realised by local 
residents illustrates that economic benefit is generated through the operation of Airbnb in 
Queenstown.  
5.2.2. Airbnb Contributing to the Tourism Industry 
Results also indicate that Airbnb positively contributes to the tourism industry in Queenstown. 
Tourism is a fast-growing and significant economic sector for the district (QLDC, 2017a) 
regardless of Airbnb. Informant A1 noted that everything in Queenstown relates to tourism and 
without the sector, the town would be ‘sleepy’. Airbnb helps to diversify the accommodation 
market in the District and therefore bring tourists to the city. Gutierrez, et al (2017) notes that 
the tourism industry benefits the local economy through the generation of jobs and local 
income. Key Informants also acknowledged that Airbnb generated local income and jobs (for 
example cleaners) in the community.  
In 2017, there was a total of 4, 226 Airbnb listings in the Queenstown District, accounting for 
9 percent of total listings for the country (QLDC, 2017a). Peer-to-peer accommodation 
networks like Airbnb, help stimulate people to travel, increase travel frequency and the length 
of time people stay at destinations (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016). Key Informants noted that 
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bringing more tourists to the area increases spending with local businesses including 
restaurants, bars and local activities. Dogru, et al (2020) and Sheppard and Udell (2016) 
support these claims stating that tourists induce spending and increase demand for goods and 
services. The tourism industry facilitates spending in restaurants, attractions and entertainment 
which financially benefits the community. As tourists using Airbnb will often be situated in 
residential neighbourhoods, tourists will be located close to local cafes and stores thus 
benefiting local businesses (ibid.). 
Dogru, et al (2020) and Farronato and Fradkin (2018) discuss how Airbnb can provide an 
alternative accommodation option to visitors, at a more affordable price point. Airbnb is seen 
to induce competition in the industry, often impacting the price of hotel rooms.  Results 
indicated that Airbnb has enabled Queenstown to house more tourists, due to the increased 
number of available beds and diversification of the accommodation market. Thus, allowing 
faster growth in the industry.  
It is also important to note that tourists staying in Airbnb's may not contribute to the local 
economy as much as tourists staying in hotels. Key Informant R1 argues Airbnb guests are 
more likely to eat and drink in their accommodation due to the reduced cost, private nature and 
private amenities available. Literature did not highlight this point, indicating that it could be a 
context-specific feature in Queenstown. Hotels in Queenstown are primarily located in the 
CBD area, alongside Queenstown’s hub of bars and restaurants. Furthermore, hotels often 
provide a basic space lacking private amenities such as kitchen facilities or living spaces. In 
comparison, Airbnb’s are typically located in residential areas outside of the CBD and away 
from Queenstown’s main nightlife. Moreover, the rental of an entire Airbnb will include 
kitchen facilities and shared living spaces creating a personalised space. From this comparison, 
it can be perceived that tourists in hotels may be more inclined to utilise the local services and 
facilities due to necessity and convenience of location. In comparison, for Airbnb guests, there 
is little necessity to leave the house due to readily available facilities and inconvenience of 
location.  
5.2.2.1. Associated Regulation  
One regulatory strategy considered by Key Informants was a complete ban on Residential 
Visitor Accommodation activities. In reference to part 3 of the results chapter, option four 
debates this option. Palma de Mallorca, Spain has implemented a ban on short-term 
accommodation in apartment blocks, in attempts to reduce the adverse impact associated with 
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the platform. While debated as an option, Key Informants were generally not in support of this 
option. Banning Airbnb would reduce adverse impacts, but also remove all of the wonderful 
benefits associated with the platform. Airbnb stimulates travel that is local, authentic, diverse, 
inclusive and sustainable while offering access to local communities (Airbnb, N.D. b). The 
author believes regulatory efforts require a balancing exercise of the positive and negative 
effects in a given context. Regulatory or non-regulatory regimes must address adverse impacts 
associated with Airbnb, while also promoting and sustaining the associated benefits.    
5.2.3. Airbnb and the Hotel Industry  
There was an expectation from the literature that Airbnb would induce competition in the 
accommodation industry, potentially threatening hotel revenue. Guttentag (2015) and Koh and 
King (2017) discuss home-sharing platforms as a form of ‘disruptive innovation’, whereby 
Airbnb disrupts the industry by offering a different, often cheaper and more convenient 
alternative to what is already on the market. In their research, Zervas et al., (2017) found that 
Airbnb changes consumer patterns and directly harms hotel revenue in the context of Austin, 
Texas. However, this research found that Airbnb was seen to alleviate pressure on the hotel 
industry, as the city faced capacity pressures in peak seasons. Informant A1 states that the 
tourism industry in Queenstown would not be thriving without the introduction of Airbnb, due 
to capacity constraints. Results indicated Airbnb was advantageous in offering more beds, 
bringing more tourists to the area and therefore positively contributing to the tourism industry. 
However, Queenstown is now in a period of development with multiple new hotels in 
construction phases. Some Informants noted that once the hotels were operating, there may be 
an oversupply of accommodation, which could have a detrimental impact on hoteliers in 
Queenstown, as observed in Zervas et al.  
Literature from Koh and King (2017) highlighted that Airbnb would have the greatest potential 
impact on lower-end accommodation providers, due to their similar low-cost price point. 
Informant AP1 (manager at a local backpackers) reaffirmed this point, stating that Airbnb is 
now their main competitor. Here, Airbnb offers a more convenient and affordable option for 
tourists travelling in groups, when compared to backpacker accommodation. 
Results also indicated that Airbnb was a welcomed disruption in the District, as it stimulated 
healthy competition in the accommodation market. Some Informants argued that hotels 
previously dominated the industry, enabling businesses to list rooms at a high price point. 
Literature from Dogru, et al., (2020) and Farronato and Fradkin (2018) supported this point, 
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maintaining that Airbnb can induce competition and drive down disproportionately priced hotel 
rooms, due to hotels reduced market share. Thus, awarding tourists with more affordable 
accommodation options.  
5.2.3.1. Associated Regulation  
Literature revealed there is a concern in the industry that Airbnb is not subject to the same 
regulations and standards as traditional accommodation providers (Palombo, 2015). In cities 
where Airbnb is not regulated, Airbnb bypasses health and safety standards and remains 
unlicensed (Gurran, 2018). QLDC views the operation of an Airbnb for significant periods of 
the year, as a commercial activity and regulation surrounding Residential Visitor 
Accommodation reflects this. Queenstown's regulation requires QLDC to be notified in writing 
for a Homestay activity and requires Resource Consent in most instances, for entire unit 
Residential Visitor Accommodation listings. This ensures the Council has up to date records 
with the operating's of Airbnb in the District. Queenstown's regulation also gives effect to 
important standards, such as health and safety provisions, compliance of the Building Code, 
management of noise and rubbish and the keeping of records. These matters of discretion 
illustrate evidence of health and safety standards, which are necessary for any visitor 
accommodation provider. Furthermore, Airbnb’s operating for more than 180 night per year 
are subject to a rate increase. The rate increase assumes the unit is operating as a business and 
not a house and is therefore rated appropriately. Queenstown's regulation illustrates some 
evidence Council trying to regulate Airbnb as a commercial accommodation provider. Key 
informants were generally happy with these standards however, Informant AP1 believed 
Residential Visitor Accommodation should be bound to stricter standards. These standards are 
important to reduce the risk for guests and maintain an equal playing field in the industry 
(Gurran, 2018).  
5.3. Adverse Impacts of Airbnb in Queenstown  
 
The following section will analyse the adverse impacts noted in the first section of the results 
chapter, against Queenstown’s current regulation of Residential Visitor Accommodation. 
Figure 7 presents what issues are addressed and not addressed under Queenstown’s regulation. 
Figure 7 shows that housing pressures, affordability issues, wider infrastructures pressures and 
enforcement are not directly addressed under current regulation. In contrast, safety standards, 
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exploitation by investors, neighbourhood nuisance and neighbourhood infrastructure pressures 
are directly addressed under current regulation.  Please refer to the associated section number 




Figure 7. Issues that are Addressed and not Addressed under QLDC’s Current Regulation 
for Visitor Accommodation 
5.3.1. Housing Affordability and Availability 
Housing affordability and availability issues were the biggest adverse impact noted across all 
Key Informants. The impact of Airbnb on housing differs dependant on the type of Airbnb 
operating (entire unit or private room). Results and literature concluded that the rental of an 
entire unit dwelling has more of an impact on housing than the rental of a private room, 
especially if the entire dwelling is rented for significant proportions of the year (Wegmann and 
Jiao, 2017). It can be observed that the introduction of Airbnb in Queenstown has influenced 
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people to withdrawal their units from the rental pool and list it on the short-term market in seek 
of greater monetary gain. Lee (2016) explains any housing unit that was previously occupied 
by a long-term resident but is now listed on Airbnb, is now a unit that has been removed from 
the rental market and added to accommodation stock. The prospect of earning a larger profit 
through short-term accommodation compared to long-term leasing has influenced property 
owners to make this conversion (Stabrowski, 2017). 
Results indicated that the majority of Airbnb listings (67%) in the Queenstown Lakes District 
are entire dwellings or apartments (QLDC, 2017a). The reduced housing supply increases the 
demand for housing and therefore drives up the price. In their study, Lee (2016) found a direct 
link between Airbnb and the rising cost of housing. In comparison, Airbnb commissioned 
research into their impact on housing affordability and found no evidence of price or rent 
impacts (Gurran, 2018). This research agrees with Lee’s argument, as Queenstown is now 
ranked the most expensive place to live in New Zealand. The high cost of housing is illustrated 
in the results, with average rental price at $521 weekly and the median house price at $850,000 
(QLDC, 2017a).  
Although literature from Wegmann and Jiao (2017) suggests the rental of entire dwellings has 
a larger impact on the housing market, results also indicated private room rental could have a 
similar impact on the rental market. Informant A2 indicates they opted to rent their self-
contained unit as an Airbnb as opposed to long-term renters, for greater income and intermitted 
access to the space. This aligns with Lee's (2016) argument that any unit (in this case, a private 
unit inside a dwelling) that could be occupied by a long-term resident but is listed on Airbnb, 
is now a unit removed from the rental market. The space could have been used to accommodate 
a long-term tenant but instead, it was added to accommodation stock - thus, highlighting the 
issue of rental availability. Results demonstrated the huge competition in finding rental 
accommodation, whether it be an entire house or private room in a shared flat.  
Some Informants argued that Queenstown had housing issues long before Airbnb’s entry into 
the District. Results indicate that Airbnb may have exacerbated housing affordability and 
availability issues in the District, but cannot be blamed as the cause. Informant C2 articulates 
that Airbnb “is not the problem, it’s a symptom.” (Informant C2). Regardless, the cumulative 
effect of Airbnb’s reduces the supply of permanent housing stock. Guttentag (2015) maintains 
this point, arguing that housing markets will likely be impacted in cities with limited housing 
supplies.  
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Investment houses were also a key issue mentioned by Key Informants. In this instance, people 
(often outside of the Queenstown-Lakes District) purchase units or apartments purposed for 
the commercial operation of Airbnb. Literature from Sheppard and Udell (2016) revealed that 
Airbnb offers an attractive investment opportunity for investors and companies. Lee (2016) 
argues that investors or companies that own or lease multiple listings are major players on the 
platform. Investment properties contribute to housing issues as investors are purchasing limited 
housing stock for commercial gain, thus increasing the price of rent and sales of units in the 
District.  
Some Key Informants also stressed, there is no guarantee houses listed on Airbnb would have 
previously been utilised for long-term accommodation. Queenstown is a tourist destination in 
New Zealand, with many houses occupied as Holiday Homes for people outside of the city. 
Property owners often like to have their holiday homes available for use throughout the year 
and through Airbnb they can control rental periods while making an additional income. In 
instances like this, units are unlikely to be listed on the long-term market regardless of Airbnb. 
5.3.1.1. Associated Regulation 
Queenstown’s regulation does not directly target housing affordability and availability issues. 
The standards and rules regarding Residential Visitor Accommodation are highly directed at 
neighbourhood features and character, while housing pressures are seemingly not addressed. 
Housing could have been addressed in the matters of discretion assessed by QLDC, whereby 
applicants would have to demonstrate the effects of the proposed activity on housing 
affordability and availability through their resource consent applications. Gurran (2018) argues 
managing housing market impacts requires action to prevent the conversion of permanent 
residential units to tourism accommodation. The incorporation of housing into regulation may 
result in fewer resource consent applications being accepted in efforts to safeguard the 
District’s permanent housing stock.   
Queenstown's regulation, however, does target an aspect of housing issues. Investors who 
purchase multiple dwellings for commercial gain are key contributors to housing pressures in 
the District. Queenstown's regulation follows a tiered system of consent, dependant on the 
number of nights a dwelling is intended to be used annually for visitor accommodation. The 
tiered system acts to restrict investors from capitalising off multiple Airbnb listings operating 
all year round. The system allows flexibility for Airbnb hosts intending to operate 1-90 nights 
annually, catering for local homeowners who rent out their home while they are away or during 
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peak periods. Airbnb hosts intending to operate over 90 nights are subject to a stricter level of 
consent, and this threshold increases again for Airbnb’s intending operations above 180 nights 
per year (dependant on Zone). The tiered system is similar to New South Wales’ approach to 
regulating short-term letting by restricting the number of nights of operation. Duncan and 
Christensen (2018) argue that New South Wales’ approach to regulation offers a good balance 
between allowing a host to use their property within reason, while also implementing 
safeguards to address the impact to neighbours. The regulation acts as a deterrent for investors 
to purchase housing stock for Airbnb, as the resource consenting process restricts the operation 
of the activity all year round, thus hindering letting and profits. Commercial investment into a 
property for the purpose of home-sharing diverges from Airbnb's intended purpose for 
residents to rent their unused spaces (Simcock, 2017) The system creates a disincentive for 
investors to exploit Airbnb as an investment opportunity, in attempts to safeguard housing 
stock.  
Some cities have adopted unique approaches to managing the impacts of Airbnb in relation to 
housing. Paris, France has introduced the ‘rule of compensation’ which means landlords who 
operate short-term rental accommodation must also purchase a second property to rent out on 
the long-term market (Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018). This approach seeks to directly address 
housing issues in the city, without imposing restrictions on Airbnb hosts. Results illustrate that 
Key Informants also suggested unique non-regulatory management strategies to help mitigate 
housing pressures.  In reference to part 3 of the results chapter, option five could help to reduce 
pressure on housing affordability and availability in the District. Option five is a non-regulatory 
management strategy that seeks the development of a staff hall of residence complex. The 
development would be intended to accommodate tourism industry workers while alleviating 
pressure on housing stock. The ‘Workers Village' in Abu Dhabi provides an example of this 
concept in action, accommodating staff across various industries. The logistics behind this 
option, including funding and availability of land, pose a barrier to the feasibility of such a 
project. Regardless, option five is viewed as a plausible management strategy to help alleviate 
housing affordability and availability issues in Queenstown, which have been exacerbated by 
Airbnb.  
5.3.2. Exacerbates Staff Retention and Affordability Issues  
The ability for people to stay and live in Queenstown is seen to be a flow-on effect from the 
aforementioned housing issues in the District. The high cost of housing in the District makes 
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it an unaffordable city to live and work in. The unaffordability to live in Queenstown influences 
businesses ability to retain staff. Results confirmed Key Informants concern with Queenstown's 
ability to retain staff in lower-waged industries, including key industry workers such as 
teachers, nurses and tourism sector workers. Results show that this is a concern across multiple 
industries and not an isolated issue to the tourism industry. Improving working conditions, pay 
and encouraging greater employment of local labour are key considerations in efforts of 
retaining staff (Tapper and Font, 2004). There was a lack of literature that supports staff 
retention and affordability issues, seen to be persisting in the Queenstown context. Perhaps the 
issue is unique to Queenstown due to the local conditions of the city. The city is a tourism hub 
and the most expensive place for housing in New Zealand. There is demand for industry 
workers, yet the city has a lack of affordable options for housing. Thus, creating the issue of 
retaining people/staff in the District. Gurran (2018) notes that while Airbnb offers residents 
owning property with an economic opportunity, these are not the people who experience the 
greatest housing need.  
5.3.2.1. Associated Regulation  
Queenstown's regulation regarding Residential Visitor Accommodation does not currently 
target staff retention and affordability issues. This again, it not a direct impact initiated from 
Airbnb but is the consequence of a combination of factors. Therefore, it would be difficult to 
give effect to these issues within existing regulation. However, option five offers an appropriate 
non-regulatory management strategy which could help to retain staff in the District. As 
mentioned earlier, option five in part 3 of the results chapter discusses a staff hall of residence 
development in Queenstown. The tourism industry has a tendency to employ non-local labour 
(Tapper and Font, 2004), and Informants revealed this is true in the Queenstown context, as 
the industry is reliant on overseas employees. A workers housing complex could help draw 
workers to the area and retain staff by offering affordable and accessible accommodation 
options that are specifically tailored to industry workers.  
5.3.3. Neighbourhood Nuisance  
There was an expectation from literature that neighbourhood nuisance would be a prominent 
theme associated with Airbnb in Queenstown. Literature from Cloonan (2017) discusses 
disturbance in communities while Richardson (2015) discusses the feeling of unease associated 
with a rotation of unknown people coming and going in residential neighbourhoods. Results 
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indicate that there are mixed perspectives from Key Informants regarding Airbnb’s impact on 
neighbourhoods. While some Key Informants agreed with literature from Richardson and 
Cloonan, arguing Airbnb impacts on neighbourhood character and feelings of safety, others 
viewed this as a minor inconvenience. Some Key Informants reasoned that Queenstown is a 
tourist destination reliant on seasonal workers and it is the norm to have a rotation of people in 
residential areas, especially in peak periods. This illustrates that the impact of neighbourhood 
nuisance manifests differently in the Queenstown context, as literature suggested it would be a 
significant impact related to Airbnb. However, results depict that while some Informants 
maintain this perception, others believe it to be a minor inconvenience and necessary for the 
prosperity of the tourism industry. Gurran and Phibbs (2017) argue the frequency and intensity 
of Airbnb operations are critical considerations. While the impact of one Airbnb on a 
residential street may not appear to have a significant impact, the impact would differ when 
considering the cumulative effect of concentrations of Airbnb’s in residential neighbourhoods.  
Results also indicated that infrastructure pressure was another adverse impact associated with 
Airbnb perpetuating residential neighbourhoods. Firstly, parking and traffic were identified as 
key areas of concern, as residential streets are often not planned for tour busses and influxes of 
tourist vehicles. This aligns with Wegmann and Jiao’s (2017) work that claims influxes of 
tourists in residential areas can increase pressures on infrastructure, resulting in competition 
for parking and traffic congestion. Moreover, Cloonon (2017) argues Airbnb causes adverse 
impact where guests are unaware of the social norms and laws of the community. This aligns 
with the issue of waste management highlighted by Key Informants. Informants were 
concerned that tourists often lack understanding of local recycling and waste systems, causing 
issues for local residents. If waste procedures are not adequately understood and maintained, 
there is a wider environmental impact for the District as recycling may go to landfills and 
rubbish not appropriately managed. Gurran and Phibbs (2017) also note waste systems may be 
ill-equipped to function under increased pressure. 
5.3.3.1. Associated Regulation  
Queenstown’s current regulation has a strong focus on the retention of neighbourhood 
character and management of nuisance. To manage the adverse impact on residential 
neighbourhoods deriving from Airbnb operations, regulation has incorporated neighbourhood 
characteristics to be given effect in the resource consenting process. The rules regarding 
activities give effect to the management of noise, rubbish and recycling while also considering 
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the proposed activity in terms of location and parking and access. The regulation also considers 
guest management and complaints procedures to mitigate ongoing issues. The rules regarding 
standards also state that Residential Visitor Accommodation activities must not generate heavy 
vehicle movement to and from the site and also must comply with minimum parking 
requirements. Regulation directly targets neighbourhood nuisances as matters to consider in 
the resource consenting process. This regulation is significant as it acts to retain neighbourhood 
character and resident feelings of safety and sense of place while minimising adverse impact. 
Furthermore, Airbnb’s hosts are also subject to a rates increase dependant on the number of 
nights of intended use. Rate contributions will fund the costs of visitors across the District and 
investment into infrastructure. Tourists induce pressure on infrastructures and rate increases 
are intended to redress these issues through reinvestment into water, wastewater, roading and 
reserves.     
In reference to part 3 of the results chapter, option three could be a strategy worth considering 
as a method to fund infrastructure development. Although radical, option three directly targets 
Airbnb through an exponential rate increase for dwellings operating as short-term visitor 
accommodation. The system seeks to annually increase the existing rate increase for Airbnb 
hosts. The logic behind the system is to make Airbnb an unattractive option for homeowners, 
as it becomes too expensive and an inconvenience. The regulation may create a deterrent for 
people to short-term let, resulting in less Airbnb's on the market and helping to reduce housing 
pressures. Furthermore, income from rate increases could contribute to funding infrastructure 
development in residential neighbourhoods and the wider District. However, it must be noted 
this option may also reduce positive impacts as it acts as a deterrent for people to operate 
Airbnb’s.  
5.4. Future Regulation  
Future regulation in Queenstown may see the introduction of a visitor tax or Airport tax. In 
reference to part 3 of the results chapter, option one considers the implementation of a Visitor 
Levy and option two considers the implementation of an Airport Tax. Income deriving from 
tax is intended to be reinvested into infrastructure and relieve the ratepayer’s dollar, which is 
currently funding infrastructure development. Key Informants did not acknowledge the 
pressure on the wider infrastructures of the District as a key adverse impact relating to Airbnb. 
Informants focused on smaller-scale infrastructural issues in residential areas such as parking, 
traffic and waste management. The author notes, perhaps because infrastructural pressures are 
 120 
not directly attributed to Airbnb, but more so an impact deriving from the wider tourism 
industry. When looking at the cumulative effect of Airbnb’s, the platform is a facet which 
intensifies infrastructural pressures. Hobson and Uysal (1993) maintain that infrastructure in 
travel destinations can often struggle to sustain increasing tourism numbers. This is seen to be 
true in the context of Queenstown, as the city requires the development of infrastructure to 
accommodate the expanding tourism industry.   
The Visitor Levy option is currently under consideration with local and national governments 
and is viewed as a plausible management strategy for the District. Taxation on amenities is not 
an uncommon approach to sustainable tourism in travel destinations. For example, Germany 
incorporates a bed tax into their tourism regulation, which is dependent on location, type of 
accommodation and room rate (Gróf, 2019). Changi Airport enforces an Airport Tax which 
contributes funding for the airport’s development (Changi Airport Group, 2019). The Visitor 
Levy is expected to raise $25 million annually to be reinvested into infrastructure. This funding 
is a significant contribution to the District and could help to alleviate the ratepayer’s dollar and 
infrastructural pressures, to benefit the entire community. The implementation of an Airport 
Tax would reap a similar benefit to the Visitor Levy, through injecting money back into the 
community and enabling the District to sustain increasing tourist numbers. It is important to 
note, that while income derived from taxation is beneficial to fund development in the District, 
the strategy does not directly target the adverse impacts associated with Airbnb.  
Since Airbnb processes the financial transaction for each reservation, it is logical for the 
platform to be responsible for collecting and paying accommodation taxes. In some instances, 
Airbnb has agreed to help implement local rules by collecting and remitting applicable tourist 
taxes (Gurran, 2018). Airbnb’s Shared City Initiative provides an example of the platform 
actively collaborating with Portland, in attempts to gain acceptance from the host city 
(Palombo, 2015). However this is case depicts an anomaly and the author could find no 
evidence of this scheme existing in other cities. Airbnb is known for its reluctance in sharing 
information with local authorities (Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018) yet, Key Informants sought 
greater cooperation with Airbnb as a management strategy. Taxation administered through 
Airbnb could stimulate a relationship between the platform and local government. An 
established relationship between the entities would allow for transparency and support in 
enforcement efforts. 
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5.4.1. Enforcement and Compliance Issues  
Results also indicated that Key Informants were concerned with compliance and enforcement 
of Queenstown’s regulation. Airbnb maintains that it cannot police its users, and relies on hosts 
to abide by local laws and regulations (Guttentag, 2015). There is also a difficulty for local 
governments to police Airbnb listings, as advertisements on the website do not include 
addresses and are difficult to keep track of (Leshinsky and Schatz, 2018). Key Informants 
believed it was easy for illegal operating’s to fly under the radar, as QLDC lacks enforcement 
provisions. QLDC’s enforcement efforts rely on complaints from neighbours or informants. 
Guttentag (2015) argues that enforcement efforts often target illegal short-term rentals from 
large entities with numerous listings, rather than on individual hosts operating occasionally, 
yet illegally. Perhaps this is true in the context of Queenstown, as regulation is seemingly 
targeted toward restricting investment houses operating as Airbnb’s. However, without 
adequate enforcement and compliance provisions, the whole regulatory regime is undermined. 
Leshinsky and Schatz (2018) maintain that compliance and enforcement are essential elements 
to the legitimacy of regulation and a robust planning system. Furthermore, strict enforcement 
penalties act as a deterrent for people to disregard regulation (Guttentag, 2015). 
5.5. Conclusion  
This chapter has explored both the positive and negative impacts associated with Airbnb, in 
the Queenstown District. Results were analysed in comparison to global literature, to decipher 
the similarities and differences between cities around the world and the Queenstown context. 
The issues persisting in Queenstown aligned with issues experienced elsewhere such as 
housing pressures and neighbourhood nuisance. However, Queenstown experienced impacts 
that were also specific to the context including staff retention and affordability issues, which 
differed from global literature. The chapter situated these impacts from an evaluative point of 
view, relevant to current regulation and future management strategies. Banning Airbnb in the 
District was one option discussed by Key Informants however, it was found that banning 
Airbnb would be detrimental, as it would also take away all the benefits it brings to the city.  
As outlined on Figure 7, this chapter has argued Queenstown’s current regulation targets health 
and safety standards, exploitation by investors and neighbourhood nuisance and infrastructure. 
This chapter also argues current regulation surrounding Residential Visitor Accommodation 
does not directly target housing and affordability issues associated with the platform or wider 
infrastructural issues. Perhaps because these are wider issues of the District and are not directly 
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attributed to Airbnb, but exacerbated by it. Suggested future regulation focuses on both 
regulatory and non-regulatory management strategies which directly target adverse impacts. 
Management strategies include a Visitor Levy or Airport Tax whereby revenue is reinvested 
into infrastructure and the development of a workers village complex in efforts to address 
housing pressures.  
The concepts and ideas behind this research have evolved throughout the research process. 
Research began with an analysis of media articles and literature to gain an understanding of 
the issues and define the scope of the research. Early findings revealed Airbnb is often framed 
in a negative light due to the adverse impacts associated with the platform. Key themes and 
issues highlighted through literature were housing pressures, neighbourhood nuisance and 
regulation and enforcement efforts. Going into field work, there was an expectation that Key 
Informants might share these negative perspectives of Airbnb, however it was quite the 
opposite. Throughout Key Informant interviews it became apparent that residents in 
Queenstown often supported Airbnb in their community. Key Informants noted adverse 
impacts associated with the platform, which largely aligned with literature. But Informants also 
focused attention on the benefits of the platform and their positive experiences.  Literature also 
touched on these positive impacts, however there was less of a focus on these benefits due to 
regulation being a focal theme. Literature revealed a diverse array of regulatory regimes in 
other cities worldwide. This research discovered that regulatory methods are not the only route 
toward managing the platform, as non-regulatory methods can also be effective in managing 
impacts. Key Informants sought to retain these positive benefits in regulatory efforts, while 
effectively targeting adverse impacts. The findings are specific to the local context of 











6.1. Introduction  
This concluding chapter seeks to reflect on the overall findings and implications of this 
research, and its impact on planning. The chapter will bring this thesis to a close, by evaluating 
the research findings against the two objectives and three research questions that directed this 
investigation. The case study of Airbnb in Queenstown has revealed that the platform has 
generated various benefits and adverse impacts for the District. It found that local government 
intervention is essential in managing the impacts of Airbnb, to ensure the city can reap the 
benefits while managing negative externalities. Queenstown recently introduced regulation 
targeting Residential Visitor Accommodation, which addresses some negative impacts while 
forfeiting others. This research suggests further regulatory and non-regulatory strategies to help 
mitigate adverse impacts. Furthermore, this chapter will also investigate future research 
opportunities and reflect on the research process.  
6.2. Evaluation of Research Findings  
6.2.1. Impacts  
The first objective of this research was to investigate the influence and impact of Airbnb in the 
Queenstown context. This was directed by research question one investigating the localised 
factors that highlight the need for local authority management of Airbnb. This first section of 
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the conclusion will analyse the beneficial and adverse impacts associated with Airbnb in 
Queenstown, illustrating the need for local authority management.   
6.2.1.1. Beneficial Impacts  
This research identified three main positive impacts associated with Airbnb in the District. 
These benefits include the profitable opportunity it provides for local homeowners. 
Homeowners can capitalize on their underutilized spaces for an additional income. This is a 
significant benefit of Airbnb as profits can assist hosts in affording the high costs of living and 
housing in the District, often allowing them access into the property market. Airbnb was also 
seen to positively contribute to the wider tourism industry. Informants believed the platform 
helps to draw people to the area, diversify accommodation options and induce spending with 
local businesses. Thirdly, Airbnb was seen to alleviate pressure and stimulate competition in 
the accommodation market. The impact on the accommodation industry has allowed the city a 
greater capacity in accommodating tourists and reduces hotels’ monopoly in the market, 
making accommodation options more affordable across the industry.  
6.2.1.2. Adverse Impacts  
This research also identified three main adverse impacts associated with Airbnb in the District. 
Housing availability and affordability issues were the most prominent adverse impact cited 
across informants. Airbnb contributes to housing pressures as dwellings are utilized for short-
term accommodation rather than listed on the long-term rental market. There is a great demand 
for housing in the District and a seemingly small supply of permanent housing stock. It is 
important to note that Airbnb is not to be blamed for inducing housing pressures in the District, 
however, the platform is seen to exacerbate pressure. Housing pressures contribute to staff 
retention and affordability issues in the District. As the cost of housing is the highest in the 
country, industry workers and low-wage workers can often not afford increasing prices. The 
consequence of affordability issues is that businesses across industries struggle to retain staff 
as the cost of living is unattainable. Thirdly, neighbourhood nuisance was the final adverse 
impact associated with Airbnb in the District. Airbnb causes disruption to neighbourhoods 
through noise and nuisance, infrastructural pressures and disturbing feelings of safety. 
Disruption to neighbourhoods was a key theme identified in the literature, however, the impact 
was not seen as a major issue to the majority of Key Informants. 
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6.2.2. Current Regulation  
The second objective of this research was to examine and explore current and possible 
regulatory and non-regulatory approaches to Airbnb. Regulation is a balancing act trying to get 
the right amount of controls to enable people to gain those economic and social benefits 
associated with Airbnb but to also reduce any adverse social and economic impact. Research 
question two sought to investigate the perspectives of sector stakeholders regarding current 
regulation for Residential Visitor Accommodation and this will be addressed in the following 
sub-sections. Queenstown's current regulation addresses some adverse impacts observed in the 
District while forfeiting others. It is important to note this research focuses solely on the 
regulation of Residential Visitor Accommodation. While some impacts of Airbnb may not be 
addressed through this regulation, impacts may be accounted for in other areas of planning and 
law not considered in this thesis.  
6.2.2.1. Neighbourhood Nuisance  
QLDC implemented regulation which focuses on retaining neighbourhood character while 
acting to minimize neighbourhood nuisance. The criteria for resource consent applications 
must give effect to features like noise, parking and traffic. While neighbourhood nuisance was 
identified as an adverse impact associated with Airbnb, it was only acknowledged as a minor 
nuisance. Many Key Informants noted that Queenstown is a tourist destination, reliant on 
industry workers, often from overseas. There is an apparent norm in the District for people to 
be coming and going, with a constant rotation of new workers.    
6.2.2.2. Housing pressures  
In comparison, housing affordability and availability issues were identified as the main adverse 
impact associated with Airbnb. This leads to further issues including staff retention and the 
ability for people to be able to afford the cost of living in Queenstown.  The researcher notes 
that housing pressures could have been incorporated into existing regulation, to give effect to 
housing issues. Housing could have been included in the matters of discretion assessed by 
QLDC in the resource consenting process. Here, applicants and Council would have had to 
demonstrate the effects of the proposed activity on housing affordability and availability. 
However, it appears current regulation regarding Residential Visitor Accommodation does not 
directly address housing pressures in the District, yet the issue may be addressed in other areas 
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of regulation.  Redeveloping existing regulation to include housing matters, is acknowledged 
as another conceivable option to address housing issues.  
6.2.2.3. Exploitation by Investors  
Queenstown’s tiered system of consent helps deter investment interest in the activity. Results 
and literature revealed that companies exploiting the platform for commercial gain is an issue 
experienced globally. This practice adds to housing pressures and differs from the companies 
intended purpose. The resource consenting process enables restrictions on the number of nights 
Airbnb's are allowed to operate in the District annually, this likely negatively affecting 
investors more so than local homeowners. 
6.2.2.4. Health and Safety Standards  
Current regulation also considers important health and safety standards. In most instances, 
hosts require a resource consent to list a full unit on Airbnb. The resource consenting process 
gives effect to health and safety provisions and compliance of the building code. These are 
important standards as Airbnb is realistically providing an alternative accommodation option 
and should be subject to the same health and safety standards as other commercial providers. 
This is important in levelling the playing field in the industry and reducing the risk for tourists.   
6.2.2.5. Rate Increase to fund infrastructure development  
Furthermore, current regulation also implements financial regulation through a rate increase to 
Airbnb hosts. The rate increase reflects the effects of the activity on the Council's infrastructure. 
Revenues from rates are intended to be reinvested into infrastructure development to help 
sustain increasing tourist numbers in the District. 
6.3. Future Regulatory and Non-Regulatory Management Strategy 
Recommendations  
The final research question guiding this thesis was to investigate the possible regulatory and 
non-regulatory approaches local government could adopt to reduce the negative impacts of 
Airbnb. This section of the chapter will consider the two most plausible management strategies 
in relation to Airbnb, likely to directly address adverse impact while maintaining benefits.  
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6.3.1. Visitor Levy  
The Visitor Levy is the most realistic option being considered by local authorities and national 
government currently. The Visitor Levy will take form via implementing a bed tax on all 
accommodation providers in the District, including Airbnb. Revenue from the taxation is 
intended to be reinvested into infrastructure development for the region, including wastewater 
systems, water, roading and reserves. Infrastructural pressure was not highlighted as a direct 
impact of Airbnb, but rather a cumulative impact of the wider tourism industry. The Visitor 
Levy is a plausible and likely management strategy that will help upgrade the District, sustain 
the tourism industry and relieve ratepayer dollar.  
6.3.2. Workers Village  
A worker’s village was identified as an important non-regulatory management strategy. The 
development would be intended to provide an accessible and affordable living option for 
industry workers. The option aims to directly alleviate housing affordability and availability 
issues, by increasing the supply and reducing the demand for residential housing. Funding and 
availability of land are two restrictions of the option however, the researcher considers it should 
still be contemplated as a plausible management strategy.  
6.4. Future Research Opportunities  
This research has contributed to both a national and international body of literature regarding 
Airbnb and its associated impacts. There is little academic research relating to Airbnb, its 
impacts and regulatory approaches due to the infancy of the platform. The impacts of Airbnb 
differ per context, dependent on the scope, scale and localized features. Furthermore, no city 
has the same laws, regulations or zoning codes differentiating their approach to regulation 
(Cloonan, 2017).  The Queenstown context both agreed and differed from global literature and 
it is assumed Queenstown’s narrative will also decipher similarities and differences to literature 
and cities worldwide. The case study of Queenstown, New Zealand offers context-specific 
literature, which illustrates the localized features which have shaped the way Airbnb has 
manifested in the city and the local government response. This has been achieved through an 
investigation into the positive and negative impacts of Airbnb and an assessment of the related 
regulation. The significance of this research is to help inform local authorities in any upcoming 
reviews of the Residential Visitor Accommodation regulation. The research also helps to 
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inform local authorities of sector stakeholders’ perspectives and alternative management 
strategies in efforts to maximize benefit and minimize adverse impacts associated with Airbnb.  
Regarding future research, there are three critical areas of research that may be pursued 
considering the findings this research has uncovered.  
1. The research focused on Queenstown’s current regulation which was implemented 
earlier this year (2019). As the regulation is so new, it is difficult to determine the 
success of the regime. Future research could follow a similar design to this research but 
in a few years’ time. The findings from future research may establish differing impacts 
once current regulation comes into full effect. Furthermore, the research could make 
informed judgements on the workability and effectiveness of the regulation, while 
noting any changes.  
2. There is an opportunity to explore other case studies of Airbnb in New Zealand. 
Queenstown was chosen as it is a significant tourism hub for the country. Other tourist 
destinations such as Auckland, Wellington and the Bay of Islands offer different 
tourism-based contexts for a research opportunity. Future research could investigate 
Airbnb and regulation in other New Zealand cities, allowing a comparative exercise 
between locations. This research would highlight similarities and differences between 
cities, illustrating the localized features which influence impacts. 
3. The impacts of Airbnb were very diverse and detailed. Each impact leads down a 
different avenue with associated issues and supporting documentation. Due to 
constraints regarding time and scope of research, it was difficult to provide an in-depth 
analysis of each impact. For example, while housing pressures was an impact associated 
with Airbnb, it was stimulated by local features of the city. Future research could look 
deeper into the adverse impacts to investigate issues such as; what generated these 
housing issues and does any other local regulation give effect to housing?   
6.5. Concluding Remarks 
In conclusion, Airbnb has revolutionized the tourism accommodation industry creating a more 
accessible, convenient and affordable way of travel. The peer-2-peer network sits outside 
traditional planning practices, causing issues for regulators worldwide. Local authorities are 
looking at how to regulate the platform, which formed the basis of this thesis. This thesis sought 
to investigate the impact of Airbnb in Queenstown. The investigation into Queenstown’s 
impacts was an important facet of the research, as this helped to establish the issues that 
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regulation needed to address. The research also analyzed these issues in relation to current 
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The Impact of Airbnb: 
A case study of Queenstown, New Zealand  
 
INFORMATION SHEET FOR PARTICIPANTS 
 
Thank you for showing an interest in this project.  Please read this information sheet carefully 
before deciding whether or not to participate.  If you decide to participate we thank you.  If 
you decide not to take part there will be no disadvantage to you and we thank you for 
considering our request.   
 
What is the Aim of the Project? 
This research is being undertaken as part of the requirements for the Master of Planning 
program at the University of Otago. The research will formulate a Master’s level thesis.  
This research aims to explore the impact of Airbnb on Queenstown. The research seeks to 
analyse both the positive and negative influence of Airbnb in the tourist town. The research 
will also take into account stakeholders' perspectives on how to best regulate the phenomenon 
(if required). The information sought will help inform future Council reviews of private short-
term accommodation provisions in the District Plan. 
 
What Types of Participants are being sought? 
Participants in this project are people who are involved in or are affected by Airbnb in 
Queenstown. Airbnb owners in Queenstown will be sought via direct message on the platform, 
seeking their willingness to participate in the research. Other key informants, such as 
 137 
accommodation provider managers (hotel/backpacker), tourism operators, community 
members, Council members, and Senior Planners will be contacted via email. 
Key informants will also be identified through a ‘snowball’ approach, whereby I am referred 
to other groups/individuals through existing key informants. In total there will be 
approximately 25 people involved with interviews. Participants names will be kept anonymous 
throughout the research process and in the final report.  
The research will help inform the Council on the presence and impact of Airbnb in 
Queenstown. The access to information will assist in Council reviews on the regulation of 
Airbnb. 
 
What will Participants be asked to do? 
Participants will be asked to meet in a pre-arranged location that they are comfortable with. 
There they will be informed about the project through this Information Sheet and asked to sign 
a Consent Form if comfortable. Participants will be asked if they mind the interview being 
recorded on a dictaphone - it will be turned on to record the interview only with their 
permission. The recording will be stored on a password-protected computer and is purely to 
transcribe and reflect upon later in the research. Should the participant decline to be audio 
recorded, written notes only will be taken. Participants will be asked a series of open-ended 
questions that they can answer to the best of their ability. No interview will go for longer than 
an hour unless the participant allows it to.	
If the participant feels uncomfortable, or changes their mind at any point before, during or 
after the interview, then the interview will stop and any notes and recordings will be deleted 
immediately. 	
 
What Data or Information will be collected and what use will be made of it? 
All interviews will be recorded, unless requested not to be. The recordings will be transcribed, 
and the typed data will be analysed by the researchers to draw out key themes across all 
interviews. No personal data will be used in the final document, e.g., no names will be used, 
participants will be referred to as ‘planners’ or ‘Airbnb Host 1’.  The only people who will 
have access to the data will be me and my supervisor, Professor Michelle Thompson-Fawcett. 
The interviews will be used to help craft the core argument of the final report. The results of 
the project will be reported in a thesis document and submitted to the University of Otago. No 
material that could personally identify you will be used in any reports on this study unless that 
is your preference. On the Consent Form, you will be given options regarding your anonymity. 
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Please be aware that should you wish we will make every attempt to preserve your anonymity. 
However, with your consent, there are some cases where it would be preferable to attribute 
contributions made to individual participants. It is absolutely up to you which of these options 
you prefer.  
The research involves an open-questioning technique. All interviews will follow a general line 
of questioning related to your involvement with Airbnb and insights into the possibilities of 
methods of regulation. If the line of questioning develops in such a way that you feel hesitant 
or uncomfortable, then you have the right to decline to answer any particular question(s).	
Can Participants change their mind and withdraw from the project?	
Participants may withdraw from participation in the project at any time and without any 
disadvantage to themselves. 
 
What if Participants have any Questions?	
If you have any questions about our project, either now or in the future, please feel free to 
contact either:-  
 
 
Primary contact     Supervisor 	
           Sam McGough –      Michelle Thompson-Fawcett	
Ph 0274771019     University Telephone: 03479876	
Email: mcgsa015@student.otago.ac.nz  michelle.thompson-fawcett@otago.ac.nz	




Appendix B: Consent Form for Participants 
 
 
The Impact of Airbnb: A Case Study of Queenstown, New Zealand 
CONSENT FORM FOR PARTICIPANTS 
 
 
I have read the Information Sheet concerning this project and understand what it is about.  All 
my questions have been answered to my satisfaction.  I understand that I am free to request 
further information at any stage. 
I know that:- 
 
1. My participation in the project is entirely voluntary; 
 
2. I am free to withdraw from the project at any time without any disadvantage; 
 
3. Personal identifying audio-recordings will be destroyed after the project but any raw data 
on which the results of the project depend will be retained in secure storage.   
 
4.  This project involves an open-questioning technique. The general line of questioning includes 
your involvement with Airbnb and insights into the possibilities of methods of regulation.  
The precise nature of the questions which will be asked have not been determined in 
advance, but will depend on the way in which the interview develops and  in the event that 
the line of questioning develops in such a way that I feel hesitant or uncomfortable I may 
decline to answer any particular question(s) and/or may withdraw from the project without 
any disadvantage of any kind. 
 
5. The results of the project will be compiled into a thesis report and submitted to the 
University of Otago. Every attempt will be made to preserve my anonymity.   
 
6. I, as the participant: a) agree to be named in the research,   OR; 	
	
	
     b) would rather remain anonymous.	
	
I agree to take part in this project.	
	
.............................................................................   ...............................	
      (Signature of participant)     (Date)	
 
............................................................................. 




Appendix C: Indicative Interview Questions 
 
• What is your involvement/experience like with Airbnb?  
• What do you think of Airbnb’s presence in Queenstown?  
• How has the introduction of Airbnb to Queenstown affected you/your profession?  
• What are the negative impacts associated with Airbnb in Queenstown?  
o Prompts: housing affordability, sense of community  
• What are the positive impacts associated with Airbnb in Queenstown?  
o Prompts: Economic gain, tourism expansion  
• Do you see a need for regulation of Airbnb in Queenstown?  
• What factors/impacts of Airbnb, do you think call for the need for regulation? 
• Can you think of any suggestions/ideas regarding how the platform should be regulated?  
o Non-Regulatory methods: financial  
o Regulatory: Bylaws  
 
Extended questions for Council members and Planners:  
• What provisions in the District Plan are relevant to Airbnb?   
o Are these provisions adequately dealing with Airbnb and associated issues?  
• What is the scope of Airbnb in Queenstown?  
o Where are listings located, how many listings are there etc..  
• How does Airbnb challenge Queenstown's traditional planning practice/plans? 
• What is the nature of complaints or comments that Council receives regarding Airbnb? 
 
 
 
 
 
